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PREFACE 


In  Operation  Restore  Hope,  the  Army  provided  many  of  the  capabili¬ 
ties  needed  to  realize  President  Bush’s  commitment  to  "ensure  the 
safe  delivery  of  the  food  Somalis  need  to  survive."  Although  the  exact 
conditions  of  the  deployment  are  not  likely  to  recur,  deployments  to 
Somalia  and  operations  there  have  something  to  teach  about  hu¬ 
manitarian  and  peacemaking  operations,  military  roles  that  appear 
to  be  taking  on  increasing  importance.  This  report  analyses  the 
transportation  of  Army  forces  to  Somalia  for  Restore  Hope  and 
identifies  five  issues  about  transportation  for  Army  leadership  to 
consider  as  they  shape  the  future  Army. 

■fhls  work  is  based  upon  interviews  with  Army  and  Joint  personnel 
who  participated  in  planning,  conducting,  and  making  Army  de¬ 
ployments  to  Somalia,  Data  compilations  are  based  on  reviews  of  a 
wide  variety  of  briefings  and  situation  reports  prepared  by  the  partic¬ 
ipants  while  Restore  Hope  operations  were  under  way.  (The  data 
collection  was  completed  prior  to  the  transition  of  responsibility  to 
the  United  Nations  on  May  4,  1993.  Thus,  this  review  does  not  exam¬ 
ine  more  recent  U.S,  Army  deployments  to  Somalia  or  the  military 
operations  ihcre.)  The  resultssnould  be  of  interest  to  planners  in  the 
Army  lacing  the  manifold  problems  of  shaping  the  Army  for  the  mis¬ 
sions  of  the  early  21st  century. 

THE  ARROYO  CENTER 

The  Arrov)  Center  is  the  U.S.  Army's  federally  funded  research  and 
devclopmi  nt  center  (FHRIOC)  for  studies  and  analysis  operated  by 
HAND.  The  Arroyo  Center  provides  the  Army  with  objective,  indc- 
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pendent  analytic  research  on  major  policy  and  organizational  con¬ 
cerns,  emphasizing  mid-  and  long-term  problems.  Its  research  is 
carried  out  in  four  programs:  Strategy  and  Doctrine,  Force  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Technology,  Military  Logistics,  and  Manpower  and 
Training. 

Army  Regulation  5-21  contains  basic  policy  for  the  conduct  of  the 
Arroyo  Center.  The  Army  provides  continuing  guidance  and  over¬ 
sight  through  the  Arroyo  Center  Policy  Committee  (ACPC),  which  is 
co-chaired  by  the  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  and  by  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition.  Arroyo  Center  work  Is 
performed  under  contract  MDA903-91-C-0006. 

The  Arroyo  Center  is  housed  In  RAND's  Army  Research  Division. 
RAND  is  a  private,  nonprofit  institution  that  conducts  analytic  re¬ 
search  on  a  wide  range  of  public  policy  matters  affecting  the  nation’s 
security  and  welfare. 

lames  T.  Quinlivan  is  Vice  President  for  the  Army  Research  Division 
and  the  Director  of  the  Arroyo  Center.  Those  interested  in  further  in¬ 
formation  about  the  Arroyo  Center  should  contact  his  office  directly: 
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SUMMARY 


On  December  4,  1992  President  Bush  gave  the  order  "to  move  a  sub¬ 
stantial  American  force  into  Somalia."  Although  Army  forces  con¬ 
tributed  substantially  to  the  Joint  Task  Force,  the  Army  did  not 
dominate  the  deployments  to  the  degree  it  did  during  Operation 
Desert  Storm.  Still,  by  the  end  of  January  more  than  10,000  Army 
personnel  were  on  the  ground  in  Somalia,  helping  to  provide  security 
for  relief  operations  and  working  to  rebuild  many  of  the  basic  ele¬ 
ments  of  civil  society.  This  report  reviews  the  Army  deployment  op¬ 
eration  and  raises  five  issues  for  Army  leaders  to  consider  in  prepar¬ 
ing  the  Army  for  future  humanitarian  deployments. 

By  almost  any  measure,  the  transportation  of  the  Army  to  Somalia 
can  be  Judged  a  successful  operation.  During  the  first  30  days.  02 
percent  of  the  peak  U.S.  personnel  strength  and  more  than  half  the 
Army  equipment  had  been  delivered.  The  deployments  accom¬ 
plished  the  goals  set  forth  by  President  Bush. 

Nonetheless,  many  participants  speak  of  difficulties  and  glitches  in 
planning,  coordinating,  and  managing  the  deployments.  In  spite  of 
these  frictions,  the  nature  of  the  humanitarian  mission  and  the  rela¬ 
tively  .small  scale  of  the  deployments  (about  five  percent  of  Operation 
De.serl  Shiold/Storm)  allowed  the  deployments  to  go  off  without 
debtlllaling  problems. 

DEPLOYMENT  PUNNING 

Planning  for  Restore  Hope  began  in  the  third  week  of  November 
1992,  about  two  and  a  half  weeks  before  D-day,  Though  deployment 
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planners  did  not  have  a  detailed  operational  plan  to  work  trom,  they 
should  have  had  a  good  appreciation  of  the  needs  of  the  humanitar¬ 
ian  mission,  the  general  size  of  the  forces  deploying,  the  devastated 
infrastructure  in  Somalia,  and  the  climate  there,  By  D-day,  plans  for 
the  deployment  were  well  along,  although  Army  support  forces  had 
not  been  hilly  defined.  Army  and  Joint  transportation  organizations 
had  activated  crisis  action  teams  and  begun  to  "lean  forward"  in 
anticipation  of  the  order  to  execute  deployments  to  Somalia. 

DEPLOYMENT  COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 

The  U.S.  Central  Command  designated  the  1  Marine  Expeditionary 
Force  as  the  joint  'fask  Force  (JTF)  commander  for  the  operation. 
The  execution  order  for  Restore  Hope  came  on  December  !i  and 
movements  in  support  of  the  deployment  began  two  days  later. 
Although  the  Department  of  Defense’s  "dollberato  planning"  focuses 
on  the  development  of  a  Time  Phased  Force  Deployment  Data 
(TPFDD)  set,  there  was  no  preexisting  TPFDD  for  Somalia.  The 
advertised  virtue  of  the  TPFDD  is  that  it  provides  a  common  "script" 
to  coordinate  the  actions  of  deploying  forces  and  transportation 
operations.  Many  participants  complained  that  the  TPFDD  was 
constantly  changing  and  that,  without  a  reliable  plan,  lift  was  wasted. 

I’hc  evidence  supports  the  view  that  TPFDDs  were  often  changed.  A 
comparison  of  pUinneri  TPFDD  movements  for  given  days  reveals 
frociuont  changes  in  the  identification  of  units  for  personnel  moves 
as  well  as  wide  swings  in  the  numbers  of  Army  soldiers  to  be  moved, 
Although  command,  control,  and  communications  system  design 
problems  may  have  played  a  small  role  In  causing  unanticipated 
viiriations,  other  factors  dominated.  As  the  commanders  on  the 
ground  in  Somalia  gained  under, standing  of  the  situation,  they  were 
able  to  refine  and  reduce  their  requirements.  Changes  induced  by 
the  inability  to  offload  Army  prepositioiiing  ships,  the  deterioration 
of  runways,  the  effects  of  weather,  and  the  deployment  requirements 
of  coalition  forces  all  contributed  to  changes  In  the  TPFDD. 

Movement  to  Port.s 

Army  movements  to  ports  went  rapidly  and  smoothly.  By  D+U)  the 
Army  had  delivered  nearly  30,000  tons  of  cargo  to  CONUvS  seaports. 
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largely  by  rail.  I'he  movement  oi'USAHliUH  (U.S.  Army  liurope)  avi¬ 
ation  units  by  rail  to  Italian  ports  was  somewhat  more  complicated, 
but  the  units  were  not  seriously  delayed. 

t 

Airlift  Operations 

The  rate  of  airlift  deployments  to  Somalia  was  constrained  by  the 
small  size  and  poor  quality  of  airfield  facilities  there.  It  became  nec¬ 
essary  to  meter  airlift  into  the  theater  so  as  to  match  available  airfield 
capacity,  By  Air  Mobility  Command  estimates,  airlift  was  able  to  use 
nearly  100  percent  of  limited  system  cargo  capacity  during  the  first 
20  days  of  Restore  Hope.  Passenger  deliveries,  however,  were  con 
strained  by  capacity  only  during  the  first  10  to  12  days. 

Deployments  of  Army  personnel  went  slower  than  some  had  ex¬ 
pected,  probably  as  a  consequence  of  the  decision  to  ship  most  Army 
unit  equipment  by  sea.  The  decision  Implied  that  Army  troops  and 
equipment  could  not  be  "married  up”  In  Somalia  before  early  lun- 
uary.  By  mid-January  the  Army  had  received  37  to  39  percent  of  pas¬ 
senger  airlift.  During  lanuary,  Army  strength  in  Somalia  tripled  to 
just  over  10,000  troops,  well  below  the  13,400  that  planners  had  en¬ 
visioned  early  in  December. 

Sustainment  ulrlift  channel  flights  did  not  begin  until  late  December, 
and  even  then  the  rate  of  cargo  delivery  was  slow. 

Prepositioning 

Army  prepositioning  ship  performance  was  unsatisfactory,  tolerable 
only  in  the  context  of  the  Restore  Hope  mission,  Army  supplies  and 
equipment  that  under  good  conditions  might  have  been  ashore  In 
Somalia  in  the  first  ten  days  were  not  landed  for  20  or  30  days  or 
more.  Adverse  weather  and  prudent  management  prevented  the 
prepositioned  lASH  ships  from  offloading  outside  the  Mogadishu 
port.  The  delivery  of  watercraft,  normally  prepo  .itloned  at  sea  in  the 
Indian  Ocean,  was  delayed  because  the  ship  was  in  Europe  for  peri¬ 
odic  maintenance. 
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Sealift 

The  Army  was  sealifted  to  Somalia  with  available  Department  of 
Dfcfeiise  (DoD)  shipping-ships  already  under  charter  and  six  of  the 
nation's  Fast  Sealift  Ships  (FSSs).  Nearly  1.1  million  square  feet  of 
Army  unit  equipment  was  shipped  to  Somalia.  The  first  ship  arrived 
on  January  1;  the  last  in  mid-February.  Shipping  deliveries  were  be¬ 
low  theoretical  capacity  largely  because  of  capacity  constraints  at 
Mogadishu  and  the  competition  from  shipping  currying  coalition 
forces  and  humanitarian  supplies.  There  was  only  a  single  berth  ca¬ 
pable  of  handling  FSSs,  so  these  ships  (all  six  loaded  with  Army 
cargo)  hud  to  be  metered  into  the  port  one  after  the  other. 

Consumables  (largely  food  and  construction  materials)  were  shlppt 
to  Somalia  in  two  ways.  DoD-conlrolled  ships  carried  some  direct^ 
to  Somalia.  The  second  channel  used  commercial  ships  to  carry  con¬ 
tainers  to  Alexandria,  Egypt,  where  they  were  transferred  to  PoD 
shipping  for  final  delivery  to  Mogadishu. 

Deployment  Operations  Within  Somalia 

Keception  operations  in  Somalia  were  conditioned  by  the  devastated 
state  of  the  seaport  and  airport  facilities  there.  Moreover,  the  ports 
were  busy  handling  coalition  and  humanitarian  cargo  and  personnel 
as  well  as  Marine  and  other  U.S.  service  needs,  During  the  first  37 
days.  Army  (utrgo  llowing  through  the  port  at  Mogadishu  was  only 
about  20  percent  of  the  total.  Appropriately,  given  the  hestore  Hope 
mission,  humanitarian  cargo  amounted  to  37  percent  of  throughput 
during  the  same  period,  The  remainder  was  Marine  Corps  and 
coalition  forces  cargo, 

Onward  movement  operations  were  relatively  limited.  Many  Army 
units  remained  In  the  vicinity  of  their  ports  of  debarkation  at 
Mogadishu  and  Baledogle.  Army  transporters  in  the  theater  sup¬ 
ported  Army  operations,  helped  other  military  services,  and  assisted 
humanitarian  operatlon.s. 

Observations  and  Issues 

'I'here  is  no  doubt  that  Restore  I  lope  met  the  immediate  humanitar¬ 
ian  objectives  set  by  President  Bush.  IJ.S.  and  coalition  forces  im- 
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proved  sectiriiy  for  relii'f  organizations,  starvation  vvtis  draniatiially 
reduced,  and  responsibility  transferred  to  the  United  Nations  in  less 
than  five  months.  Although  a  single  operation  cannot  lead  to  hard 
conclusions,  Army  leaders  should  consider  five  Issues  that  have 
emerged  from  this  review, 

•  Adapting  the  Joint  Deployment  System.  Tlie  Army  portion  of 
the  TPFDD  varied  significantly,  causing  difficulties  for  both  Army 
and  deployment  community  operations.  While  some  mechani¬ 
cal  improvements  are  called  for  (more  trained  and  experienced 
Army  JOPES  [Joint  Operations  Planning  Execution'  System] 
operators),  it  is  essential  to  face  the  fact  that  the  details 
demanded  in  the  TPFDD  for  contingency  operations  are  Inher¬ 
ently  unpredictable.  DoD  should  consider  adapting  transporta¬ 
tion  operations  to  lessen  reliance  on  (and  expectation  of)  de¬ 
tailed  TPI'DDs.  The  elimination  of  false  precision  in  planning 
could  lead  to  better  use  of  available  transportation.  However, 
the  process  also  needs  tools  to  enable  deployment  planning  and 
execution  to  allow  for  coalition  forces  transportation  needs. 

•  Determining  Logistics  Readiness  for  Deployments.  In  humani¬ 
tarian  operations,  support  capabilities  such  as  civil  affairs,  medi¬ 
cal,  engineering,  and  trucking  services  become  the  heart  of  the 
Army's  mission,  The  Army  may  wish  to  consider  establishing 
"ready  groups"  for  selected  support  activities.  This  would  add  to 
support  costs,  but  would  yield  a  more  robust  support  posture  for 
both  humanitarian  and  combat  contingencies, 

•  Assigning  Joint  Deployment  Capabilities.  Restore  I  lope  used  six 
of  the  nation's  best  sealift  ships,  the  FSSs.  This  seriously  under 
cut  the  ability  of  the  Army's  Contingency  Corps  to  deploy  on  the 
schedule  demanded  by  the  Army  Strategic  Mobility  Plan.  Using 
other  smaller  and  slower  ships  for  humanitarian  operations 
would  have  a  small  effect  on  those  operations  while  retaining  the 
nation's  readiness  for  major  contingencies. 

•  Adapting  Prepositioning  Shipping,  Ptepusitionlng  at  sea  can 
greatly  enhance  Army  early  entry  capabilities,  but  the  Restore 
I  lope  experience  was  disappointing.  Upgrading  capabilities  for 
"in  stream"  offloading  will  help,  as  will  stow  plans  that  permit 
more  varied  ol'lloading  sequences.  The  Army  should  study  these 
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ill  lilt!  liKht  of  |K)tontinl  tlitploymitnls  to  tiroiis  vvlittio  I'acilitios  tire 
pour  or  the  weather  and  sea  slate  untavurable, 

•  Monitoring  Higher-Level  Mission  Accomplishment.  Judging 
from  the  material  reviewed  in  preparing  this  report,  little  top- 
level  Army  attention  was  given  to  defining  measurable  short¬ 
term  or  long-term  objectives  for  understanding  how  well  the 
humanitarian  mission  laid  out  by  the  President  was  going.  Most 
military  reporting  monitored  traditional  military  concerns:  troop 
levels,  equipment  readiness,  projected  military  operations,  etc. 
The  media  told  the  public  what  was  being  accomplished;  military 
reporting  omitted  oven  the  simplest  me.nsures  such  as  the  vol¬ 
ume  of  food  shipments  escorted  to  relief  centers.  The  Army 
missed  an  Important  opportunity  to  tell  the  public  and  their  rep¬ 
resentatives  that  it  had  contributed  importanily  to  improving  se¬ 
curity  and  ending  starvation  in  Somalia. 
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DEPLOYMENT  OF  ARMY  FORCES 


INTRODUCTION 

By  the  time  the  first  U,S.  military  unit— a  Seal  team— landed  at 
Mogadishu  on  December  9,  1992,  the  main  outline  of  U.S.  deploy¬ 
ments  to  Somalia  was  known  to  the  participants  and  to  the  public, 
The  President  had  announced  the  deployments  five  days  earlier.  The 
lolnt  Task  Force  (JTP)  and  its  leader  had  been  Identified.  Major 
General  Arnold  had  been  named  as  the  Commander  of  the  Army 
force  (ARFOR)  component  within  the  JTF.  The  Air  Force  had  begun 
to  put  key  elements  of  an  airlift  system  in  place  and  knew  that  tacti¬ 
cal  fighter  squadrons  would  not  be  needed.  The  Navy  knew  that 
SeaBee  units  would  be  sent  and  understood  that  naval  forces  already 
deployed  off  Mogadishu  would  be  sufficient.  The  Marine  Corps 
knew  that  the  deployed  Marines  of  the  15th  Marine  Expeditionary 
Unit  (MEU)  would  be  the  first  to  land  and  that  the  7th  Marine 
Expeditionary  Brigade  (MEB)  of  I  Marine  Expeditionary  Force  (MEF) 
would  be  sent.  The  Army  knew  that  the  10th  Mountain  Division 
would  provide  a  brigade  of  light  Infantry.  And  finally,  the  size  and 
composition  of  the  Army  support  forces  (engineers,  civil  affairs, 
military  police,  transportation,  medical,  signal,  and  more)  were 
being  developed. 

Considering  the  size  of  Operation  Restore  Hope  and  the  amount  of 
time  available  to  plan  the  operation,  It  might  be  anticipated  that  de¬ 
ployments  would  go  smoothly.  In  large  part  they  did.  Personnel  and 
equipment  flowed  quickly  Into  Somalia,  overcoming  the  problems 
created  by  the  devastated  Infrastructure  there.  In  the  large.  Opera- 
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lion  licblorc  llupo  vvcnl  oil  according  (o  plan.  Tlicie  was  litllc  oppo¬ 
sition  to  U.S,  and  UN  operations  and  the  transition  to  UN  leadership 
took  place  on  May  4, 

Yet  many  participants  speak  about  difficulties  in  planning,  coordi¬ 
nating,  and  managing  the  operation.  Although  the  general  outline  of 
the  deployments  was  known,  detailed  plans  were  not  available.  Also, 
the  implications  of  Somalia’s  ruined  infrastructure  were  not  yet  fully 
appreciated.  In  spite  of  such  problems,  the  nature  of  the  Somalia 
operation  (humanitarian,  rather  than  combat)  and  the  relatively 
small  scale  of  the  deployment  (about  five  percent  of  the  personnel 
sent  to  Saudi  Arabia  during  Desert  Shield)  provided  the  slack  that 
allowed  the  basic  deployments  to  be  accomplished  without  serious 
problems,  Restore  Hope  was  not  conducted  as  an  emergency  de¬ 
ployment. 

This  report  reviews  the  performance  of  Department  of  Defense 
(DoD)  deployment  systems  In  moving  Army  forces  Into  Somalia  and 
sustaining  them  while  they  were  there.  After  a  brief  description  of 
the  situation  as  it  pertains  to  the  transportation  and  sustainment  of 
Army  forces,  the  planning  and  coordination  of  Restore  Hope  de¬ 
ployment  operations  are  summarized.  The  performance  of  the  ma¬ 
jor  deployment  modes  (airlift,  sealift,  and  prepositioning)  is  reviewed 
and  compared,  where  possible,  with  planning  estiinates,  The  discus¬ 
sion  ends  with  some  general  observations  on  five  major  Issues  that 
are  pertinent  to  posturing  the  Army  for  more  effective  deployments 
in  future  humanitarian  operations. 

Ideally,  Restore  Hope  deployment  performance  should  be  compared 
with  planning  or  expectations  at  the  start  of  the  operation.  However, 
there  are  no  specl.il  standards  or  planning  factors  for  humanitarian 
deployments.  Planning  factors  for  ship  and  aircraft  availability, 
loading  times,  payloads,  speeds,  and  unloading  times  do  not  depend 
on  the  type  of  mission  being  conducted.  Here,  realized  deployments 
are  compared  with  expectations  bused  on  available  deployment 
planning  factors.  Where  possible,  a  second  comparison  modifies  the 
planning  factor  estimates  to  allow  for  the  effects  of  limited  port  and 
airfield  capacities.  Since  port  capacities  were  the  offectivo  constmlnt 
on  Restore  Hope  deployments,  these  provide  a  more  appropriate 
standard, 
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mask:  CONSIDi: RATIONS 

Deployment  planning  and  operations  are  necessarily  conditioned  by 
some  basic  considerations.  What  is  the  mission?  What  are  the  ob¬ 
jectives?  What  are  the  forces  to  be  deployed  and  when  will  they  be 
ready  to  move?  Where  are  they  going?  What  resources  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  deployment  operation?  What  cooperation  by  other  na¬ 
tions  will  be  needed?  What  coalition  support  will  be  provided? 

In  general  terms,  the  United  States  envisioned  employing  approxi¬ 
mately  28,000  active  duty  personnel  and  their  equipment— mostly 
light  ground  forces — to  Somalia.'  The  availability  and  positioning  of 
the  units  and  their  equipment  varied.  Afloat  Marine  Corps  forces 
of  the  15th  MEU  (numbering  about  1800  personnel)  were  in  the  area 
of  Mogadishu  on  December  2  and  were  prepared  for  the  Initial  land¬ 
ing,  .supported  by  naval  forces  that  Included  the  aircraft  carrier 
Ranker.  The  Marines  also  Itad  the  equipment  for  a  notional  IH.OOO- 
man  Marine  Expeditionary  Brigade  propositioned  aboard  .ships  near 
Diego  (inrcla.  Use  of  this  unit  required  the  airlift  of  Marine  Corps 
personnel  and  additional  equipment  from  California.  Although  mil¬ 
itary'  participation  by  several  allies  was  anticipated,  the  type  and 
amount  of  transportation  and  logistics  support  they  would  need 
from  the  United  States  wa.s  not  at  all  clear. 

The  Army  had  some  supplies  and  equipment  prepositioned  aboard 
ships  near  Diego  Oarcia.  But  the  hulk  of  the  Army  force,  both  in 
people  and  equipment,  was  expected  to  come  from  units  located  In 
the  eastern  half  of  the  continental  United  States  (CONUS),  Both 
sealift  for  equipment  and  airlift  for  personnel  and  some  equipment 
would  be  needed  to  deploy  Army  forces. 

I'igure  1  shows  the  general  scheme  of  the  deployment  operations. 
Since  there  were  no  other  major  deployments  under  way,  a  high  pro¬ 
portion  of  DoD's  transportation  was  potentially  available  for  Restore 
Hope.  Ships  preposltioned  at  Diego  Carcia  were  some  2000  nautical 


'This  WHS  iht'  n<iiil  alvcn  lit  ilie  time  ilepliiyment  (ipeiuilDtis  hiiKuii,  liiirlk'i'  pliitinlnn 
within  the  Army  htiil  cniislUerMl  I'lir  hlphe;-  per.simiiel  tli'plnymeiiis  I'lir  the  Army  nlone. 
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Army,  On  D-dny  (llecemliertl),  the  cap  tin  the  Altl-'OR  wits  |ii.st  tinder  l.'l.ittll), 
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Figure  1— Army  Deployments  Used  Airlift,  Sealift,  and 
Prepoiltlonod  Ships 


miles  from  Mogadishu,  about  four  sailing  days.  Army  equipment  to 
be  shipped  from  CONUS  was  loaded  at  ports  at  Bayonne,  Norfolk, 
Savannah,  and  Beaumrnt.  Shipping  distances  (via  the  Suez  Canal) 
ranged  from  7600  nautical  miles  (from  Bayonne)  to  9150  nautical 
miles  (from  Beaumont).  Depending  on  ship  type  and  sea  state,  these 
voyages  could  require  12-1/2  days  (Fast  Sealift  Ships  IFSSsI  from 
Bayonne  in  good  weather)  to  20  or  more  days  (If  FSSs  from  Beau¬ 
mont  encountered  severe  weather). 

Personnel  and  some  equipment  would  be  flown  from  CONUS  and 
Hurope  to  Somalia,  The  air  distance  Is  8044  miles  from  the  East 
Const  (from  Grifflss  Air  Force  Base)  and  10,439  from  the  West  Coast 
(March  AFB).  The  air  deployments  would  fly  over  various  European 
(Spain,  Portugal,  Italy,  Greece,  Germany)  and  African  (Egypt, 
Djibouti)  nations.  The  airlift  would  also  need  en-route  bases  to  sup¬ 
port  aerial  refuelers  and  airlift  aircraft.  Airbases  at  Lajes  in  the  Azores 
and  Moron  in  Spain  supported  much  of  the  aerial  refueling  activity, 
Figure  I  shows  just  one  of  the  several  potential  routes  that  alrllfters 
might  take  between  CONUS  and  Somalia. 

Planners  recognized  the  there  would  be  no  host  nation  support  at 
the  destination  In  Somalia.  They  knew  that  the  most  basic  facilities 
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and  services  such  as  water  and  electricity  would  not  be  available.-^  In 
fact,  in  Operation  Provide  Relief,  U.S,  C-130  airlifters  had  been  flying 
relief  missions  into  Somalia  from  airfields  in  Kenya  since  August.'*  So 
information  on  the  quantity  and  quality  of  facilities  in  Somalia  was 
available,  at  least  to  some  of  the  planners  preparing  for  Restore  Hope 
deployments.  Airlift  planners  understood  that  ail  needed  ground 
support  (lighting,  traffic  control,  materiel  handling,  etc.)  would  have 
to  be  deployed.  Sealift  planners  appreciated  that  ships  with  drafts 
greater  than  30  to  32  feet  might  not  be  able  to  enter  Somali  ports,  A 
load  limit  of  7000  long  tons  was  Imposed  on  the  FSSs  so  they  could 
enter  Mogadishu's  seaport.  The  sealift  planners  knew  that  an  on¬ 
scene  survey  of  the  port  would  be  necessary  to  establish  just  what 
port  capabilities  were.  In  short,  planners  understood  that  essentially 
all  the  deployment  infrastructure  needed  would  have  to  be  deployed, 
Neverthele.ss,  it  is  doubtful  that  all  deployers  and  operators  hilly 
understood  all  of  the  Implications  of  the  devastated  Somali  facilities. 


‘*(t(>tierul  l''())'lc‘nuiii,  Cdinniuncler  of  ilie  II.S.  I'runsportittlon  ('.oniinund,  pul  ll  thl.s 
way,  "Wi!  untlerstoiid  clearly  that  It  was  a  country  with  ahsolutely  no  Infrastnicliire,'' 
,S(!t!  his  speech  to  the  Air  Horce  Association  piibllshed  In  Vlml  S/Hvches  nf  tha  Day. 

’  I'he  ilrst  delivery— ;i.l  tons— was  made  Aukusi  2(1. 
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Chapter  Two 

DEPLOYMENT  PLANNING 


It  is  dirficult  to  pinpoint  exactly  when  detailed  pinnntng  for  Restore 
Hope  deployments  began,  but  the  third  week  In  November  Is  a  rea^ 
sonable  guess,  President  Bush  reportedly  told  the  Acting  Secretary  of 
State  on  November  14  to  do  "whatever  was  necessary  working 
through  the  UN  to  stop  the  starvation  In  Somalia.”'  The  possibility  of 
U.S.  force  deployments  to  Somalia  had  been  discussed  In  the  press 
for  weeks.  The  diplomatic  buildup  to  the  deployment  was  deliberate 
and  open.  After  several  days  of  discussion  and  debate,  the  United 
Nations  Security  Council  approved — on  December  3 — a  military  in¬ 
tervention  led  by  the  United  States.  President  Bush  announced  the 
U.S,  force  deployments  the  next  day.  By  that  time  most  of  the  DoD 
organiiJatlons  to  be  Involved  had  organized  for  crisis  operations. 

Although  deployment  planners  were  uncertain  about  many  of  the 
details  of  Restore  Hope  operations,  they  were  aware  of  four  broad 
factors.  The  general  nature  of  the  mission  was  to  be  humanitarian, 
not  combat.  President  Bush  liad  made  it  clear  that  Restore  Hope 
military  deployments  had  two  purposes:  to  create  a  secure  environ¬ 
ment  so  that  civilian  relief  organizations  could  operate  freely  and  to 
prepare  the  way  for  a  United  Nations  peacekeeping  force.  The  gen¬ 
eral  size  of  the  deployments  contemplated  was  generally  understood. 
Third,  planners  should  have  been  well  Informed  about  the  poor 
quality  of  the  facilities  in  Somalia.  Pinaily,  they  knew  the  time  of  the 


'(Juotficl  In  an  unpublished  manuscript  by  Andrew  Nutsins  (diited  Muy  12,  IHSa)  that 
deals  with  liumuniturlun  crlse.s  In  general  and  Samalln  specIHcally, 
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yi'ar,  allow iny  lliotii  to  anlicipaio  likoly  \vcatli(‘r  coiulilioiis  in  llu' 
United  States  and  Somalia. 

However,  the  details  of  the  mission  were  nebulous  and  the  amount 
of  armed  opposition  was  uncertain.  Many  authorities  felt  the  lack  of 
a  ''definitive”  mission  statement.  Initial  planning,  based  on  securing 
un  array  of  feeding  sites  while  providing  the  capability  to  overcome 
large-scale  opposition,  generated  requirements  for  substantial 
forces.  By  late  November,  Washington  had  set  a  cap  of  .'iO.OOO  U.S. 
personnel  for  Restore  Hope.  The  rationale  for  the  cap  was  not  ap¬ 
parent  to  many  participants,  who  thus  considered  it  arbitrary  and 
imprudent  from  a  military  point  of  view.  Certainly  the  Army  was 
prepared  to  support  larger  deployments, 

Military  leaders  began  to  organize  operations  early  In  December. 
Warning  orders  started  to  flow  to  seiected  units,  Top-level  Army 
oftkials  started  to  get  regular  briefings  on  Restore  Hope  on  Decem¬ 
ber  I ,  and  the  Army  crisis  response  cell  was  activated  on  December  2. 
The  U.S,  Transportation  Command  (USTRANSCOM)  Headquarters 
.set  up  a  dedicated  operations  center  on  December  4.  At  the  Air  Mo¬ 
bility  Command  (AMC),  the  Tanker  Airlift  Control  Ckniter  (TACC) 
initiated  Restore  Hope  planning  and  reporting  on  December  3.  The 
Military  Sealift  Command  (MSC)  began  to  ready  shipping  for  de¬ 
ployment  operations.  The  Military  Traffic  Management  (kmmand 
(MTMC)  activated  its  operations  center  for  Restore  Hope  on  De¬ 
cember  4. 

I'lio  10th  Mountain  Division  was  Identified  as  the  source  of  the  malor 
Army  combat  force  to  be  deployed.  Preliminary  planning  by  the  di¬ 
vision  (as  ARPOR  commander)  began  December  1,  but  exactly  which 
parts  of  the  division  would  deploy  and  when  was  not  defined  that 
early.  During  the  llrst  week  in  December,  the  Army  (rimmed  Its  Ini- 
lial  plans  (then  envisioning  dcpioymoni.s  approaching  ,20,000  sol¬ 
diers)  to  meet  troop  ceilings  Imposed  from  above,  By  D-day,  the 
planning  envisioned  sending  about  5000  troops  from  the  lOth 
Mountain  Division  and  some  8000  Army  logistics  personnel  as  well 
as  nearly  14,000  Marines,  Planners  were  concerned  with  water  and 
food  supplies,  airfield  and  seaport  status  and  operations,  clistrll)utlon 
of  military  materiel  to  U.S.  forces  In  Somalia,  medicnl  support,  rules 
of  engagement,  foreign  participants,  and  overnight  rights.  'I'hey  were 
considering  deploying  some  Army  capabilities  (helicopters  and  wa- 
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loiciali)  IVom  liuropc.  Hie  requirianents  for  various  sorts  ol' support¬ 
ing  logistics  units  (medical,  transportation,  engineering,  signal,  mili* 
tary  police,  quartermaster,  maintenance,  etc,)  were  being  identlt'ied 
and  sourced. 

The  general  missions  and  concepts  for  the  operation  had  taken 
shape  in  early  December,  and  the  Joint  Task  Force-Somalia  (JTF-S) 
organization  was  set.®  The  objectives  of  JTF-S  military  operations 
would  be  to  secure  ports,  airfields,  and  major  humanitarian  relief 
centers,  to  provide  a  secure  environment  so  relief  operations  by  the 
UN  and  other  nongovernment  organizations  could  proceed,  and  to 
disarm  potential  troublemakers  only  as  necessary  to  permit  relief 
operations.  The  operational  concept  assumed  a  multinational  Joint 
and  combined  force,  U.S.  Marine  forces  would  first  secure  base  facil¬ 
ities  at  Mogadishu  and  then  dep.ioying  Army  and  Marine  forces 
would  move  out  to  protect  famine  and  relief  centers  and  the  roads 
leading  to  them.  In  the  final  phase  of  the  operation,  U.S.  forces 
would  turn  the  responsibility  for  the  operation  over  to  United 
Nations  forces.  In  short,  the  intent  was  to  assist  relief  operations  by 
ensuring  uninhibited  movement  of  relief  .supplies  overground  routes 
within  Somalia.  At  the  same  time,  military  operations  would  be 
ciirofully  planned  and  methodically  conducted  so  as  to  minimize 
the  risk  of  casualties.  U.S.  deployments  were  sized  to  "dominate"  the 
area.  When  announcing  the  deployments,  Secretary  of  Defen.se 
Cheney  said  that  U.S,  commanders  would  "take  whatever  action  is 
necessary  to  safeguard  the  lives  of  our  troops  and  the  lives  of  So¬ 
malia's  people," 

I'ransportatlon  planners  began  to  ready  their  operations  in  early 
December. '  The  Army  began  to  assemble  rail  cars  at  Fort  Drum  early 
in  December.  Since  It  was  clear  that  some  shipping  would  have  to  be 
aciivaied,  USl'RANSCOM  took  measures  to  ready  three  of  the  six 
available  Fast  Sealift  Ships  (two  more  were  in  shipyards).  Two  tug 
boats  were  chartered  and  were  sent  to  Mogadishu.  AM C  began  to 
put  the  airlift  system  for  Restore  Hope  Into  place.  Air  Force  ground 


-Tlic  ilopiity  1  1  1'  and  the  loKlstlcs  coniinundor  (J  'l)  were  Army  nlllcurs. 

The  1  IT  STAI'T  eveniuully  Included  more  then  150  Army  per.sonnel. 

'I’liliili  al  prepuriilliiiis  were  HoitiK  forward  at  the  same  time.  Ambassador  ( lukley  met 
with  leaders  of  soma  of  the  Somali  factions  In  Addis  Ababa,  and  the  relief  orKunl/.a- 
lions  operalliiH  in  .SomiiHa  were  inrormed about  Impendlnn  operations, 
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sii|ip()ri  pt  rsonnol  ami  I'qiiipnn'nl  liof'an  to  move  lowaril  Somalia  as 
early  as  December  5.  Twelve  plane  tanker  squadrons  were  deployed 
to  Lajes  In  the  Azores  and  Moron  in  Spain  to  prepare  for  aerial  refuel¬ 
ing  operations.  Other  specialized  units  had  also  been  ordered  to  be¬ 
gin  to  move.  CINCPAC  had  directed  the  Marine  Maritime  Preposi¬ 
tioning  Ships  (MPSs)  to  sail  toward  Mogadishu.  However,  none  of 
the  Army's  prepositioned  ships  were  ordered  to  begin  moving  to 
Somalia  before  D-day  although  they  carried  needed  hospital 
facilities,  materiel-handling  equipment,  and  food  supplies.  This,  of 
course,  was  not  an  Army  decision.  The  decision  to  move  the  ships 
was  made  In  Joint  channels  and  reflected  loint  priorities. 


Chapter  Three 

DEPLOYMENT  COMMAND  AND  CONTROL 


Execution  of  deployment  operations  for  Restore  Hope  began  on 
December  7.  Movements  to  position  airlift  support  units  had  begun 
even  earlier.  (Por  counting  purposes,  D-day  for  Restore  Hope  is  tak¬ 
en  as  December  9,  the  date  the  Marines  went  ashore  at  Mogadishu.) 
The  Joint  Operations  Planning  and  Execution  System  (JOPES)  Was 
used  to  exercise  command  and  control  over  deployment  operations. 
This  system  is  Intended  to  operate  from  a  Time  Phased  Force 
Deplojiwent  Data  (TPFDD)  base.  The  TPFDD,  developed  by  the 
supported  commander  (JTF-S)  with  help  from  supporting  com¬ 
ponents,  identifies.  In  detallf  which  units  are  to  be  deployed,  where 
they  are  located,  how  much  cargo  and  personnel  they  have,  and 
when  they  muf,t  be  delivered  to  the  theater.  When  the  TPFDD  is 
stabilized,  depioyment  planners  and  operators  have  a  common 
script  to  work  from.  Although  it  may  take  as  long  as  18  months  to 
fully  develop  a  TPFDD  in  deliberate  planning,  the  result  is  an  effi¬ 
cient  plan  for  using  transportation  to  make  a  deployment. 

In  Operation  Restore  Hope,  such  a  deliberate  plan  served  as  the  basis 
for  early  deployment  planning.  The  TPFDD  for  Restore  Hope  was 
built  by  the  JTF,  based  on  an  existing  CENTCOM  operation  plan, 
during  a  three-day  period,  But,  as  should  be  expected,  that  preexist¬ 
ing  plan  had  to  be  modified  and  adjusted  to  reflect  the  conditions 
and  details  of  unfolding  requirements  and  events.  Data  on  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  forces  had  to  be  updated.  Needs  for  forces  had  to  be  ad¬ 
justed,  Facilities  constraints  had  to  be  accommodated.  Such 
changes  am  Inherent  In  the  contrast  between  an  abstract,  refined  de¬ 
liberate  pl,.n  and  the  specific  needs  of  a  crudely  understood,  ongoing 
"crisis"  deployment, 

Many  participants  complained  that  the  TPFDD  for  Restore  Hope  was 
always  changing  and  that  variation  In  the  TPFDD  resulted  In  wasted 
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lilt.  Sutiie  curgu  vvus  luudcd  ul  U.S,  purtii  only  to  bu  unluuded  a  shun 
while  later  at  another  because  it  was  no  longer  deemed  needed.' 
Some  Army  equipment  shipped  to  Somalia  was  never  unloaded  or 
used.  Some  airlift  was  sent  to  carry  cargo  that  never  appeared. 
Participants  at  USTRANSCOM  and  AMC  reported  that,  at  best,  the 
TPFDD  was  validated  for  only  a  few  days  at  a  time.  Such  a  short 
hori)£on  complicates  airlift  planning  and  provides  little  useful  infor¬ 
mation  for  sealift  planning.  These  observations  and  complaints  echo 
comments  made  after  other  recent  deployment  operations. 

There  was  no  preexisting  TPFDD  for  Restore  Hope  deployments  to 
Somalia.  The  TPFDD  was  built  as  the  operation  unfolded,  One  Army 
participant  reported  that  the  process  was  hampered  by  a  "major 
crash"  in  the  Worldwide  Military  Command  and  Control  System 
(WWMCCS)  early  In  December. 

A  TPFDD  contains  several  types  of  data:  Identification  of  units  to  be 
moved,  the  dates  the  unit  will  be  ready  to  move,  the  dates  they  need 
to  be  delivered,  the  numbers  of  personnel,  and  the  volumes  of 
equipment.  Both  the  total  size  of  the  movement  and  the  details  are 
Important  to  effective  deployment  operations,  In  Restore  Hope,  the 
real  limitation  was  the  number  of  Army  personnel  to  be  allowed  into 
Somalia.  That  limit— about  13,400— was  known  as  early  as  D-day, 
The  limitation  on  Army  personnel  reduced,  but  did  not  eliminate, 
uncertainty  about  hov’  much  equipment  would  be  deployed. 
Further,  It  did  not  suggest  a  fixed  sequence  for  the  deployment  of 
Army  units.  It  did,  however,  directly  affect  the  amount  of  support 
that  could  be  put  in  place  In  Somalia. 

A  change  In  any  of  the  unit  details  Is  a  change  In  the  TPFDD  that  can 
affect  transportation  planning  and  operations.  Changes  affect  where 


'AccordlnR  to  ihu  Itastiu'n  Arcs  Hontlquarters  of  thit  Mllltury  Truffit:  Munugement 
<!i)mniunil; 

Al  lliiyoniiu.  Cluirleslnn,  iind  Newport  New.i,  sililp  loHdlliK  ntlen  hiul  U)  be  hiilleil  be* 
ciiiixe  uiiltii  in  putt  Were  deleted  frutn  the  requirumeiii  lu  depluy,  unit  uthur  ii.iitii  wore 
sent  III  tlio  pert  III  rupluee  them.  In  name  inttttncu.s,  thin  led  in  luivlnti  tii  iinluiiil  null 
i’i|nlpiniMii  nlrrudy  suiwed  nhiinrd  the  vessel.  Innihcr  Instnnccs,  planned  full  shipliiiiils 
111  Iteiiuiiiuin,  lihurlusioii,  and  Uuyiinnu  were  reduced  tii  ihu  puliii  iliui  diiublo-puriliiK 
vi'.ssels  heeiinui  nece.ssary  in  emrlenily  iiilll/.e  siuriige  space  and  ininlinl/e  ilullvety  de¬ 
lays  In  Siiinallii. 

(Sf)UH(;!'l;  M'l'Mtl,  Hustern  Ari:;i,  letter  iiniuthor, !  September  1993.) 
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llio  piisscnj’ens  niul  l  argo  will  be  availabh!,  wIhmi  (hey  will  he  avail¬ 
able,  and  what  the  workload  will  be.  Obviously,  the  impact  on  trans¬ 
portation  operations  depends  on  how  long  before  the  planned  move 
the  change  Is  made.  Differences  In  the  details  are  Important  even  If 
the  total  size  of  the  deployment  does  not  change.  A  change  In  the 
TPFDD  30  days  out  Is  generally  easier  to  handle  than  one  just  three 
days  hence.  Airlift  can  respond  to  short-notice  changes,  but  the 
adaptation  usually  costs  something  In  airlift  system  performance. 
Shipping,  however,  requires  longer  stable  lead  times;  ships  often 
cannot  respond  to  changes  In  a  three-  to  five-day  time  frame. 

What  are  the  facts?  The  data  In  Table  1  suggest  that  the  details  of  the 
Army  portion  of  detailed  deployment  plans  varied  significantly.  The 
table  compares  Army  deployment  plans  at  four-day  Intervals  and 
shows  little  consistency.  The  variation  can  be  seen  by  reading  acros,s 
the  rows  In  Table  1.  For  example,  on  D-day,  the  Army  was  piunning 
to  move  145  personnel  from  two  units  on  December  27.  By  D+8,  the 
plan  for  December  27  had  changed  to  include  throe  units  and  2(57 
soldiers.  The  Headquarters  Company  (HHC)  of  the  10th  Division 
remained  In  the  plan,  but  the  number  of  personnel  to  be  sent  on 
December  27  had  doubled.  By  D+12,  the  size  of  the  planned  de¬ 
ployment  had  fallen  to  60  personnel  and  the  HHC  of  the  10th 
Division  had  shifted  to  another  date.  Then,  on  D+16  (December  2.5) 
the  size  of  the  deployment  planned  for  December  27  had  grown  to 
792  personnel,  the  HHC  had  reappeared  (at  an  even  larger  size),  and 
six  new  units  had  been  added  to  the  list. 

Table  1  gives  the  impression  of  considerable  turbulence  in  the  Army 
deployment  details.  A  more  complete  comparison,  examining  day- 
to-day  changes,  again  shows  considerable  turbulence.  This,  and  the 
evidence  in  Table  1,  taken  together  with  the  views  of  the  participants, 
are  sufficient  to  establish  the  hypothesis  of  significant  and  trouble¬ 
some  variation  In  the  Army  portion  of  Joint  plans  for  Restore  I  lope 
deployments. 

What  might  have  been  the  problem?  Opinions  vary.  One  participant 
said  that  the  TPFDD  came  IntoTRANSCOM  "In  big  pieces  and  in  no 
particular  order,"  implying  a  lack  of  management,  back  of  sufficient 
reliable  long-haul  communications  between  the  deployed  JTF-.S  and 
CONUS  probably  contributed  to  the  ITF-S’s  problem  In  fixing  the 
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ri’l'DD.  '  Lack  ul  pursonnel,  praciicu,  and  "discipline"  (in  ihc  sense 
of  following  precisely  the  steps  and  formats  of  WWMMCS/JOPES)  by 
the  supported  components  in  using  JOPES  reportedly  contributed  to 
the  problem  In  Restore  Hope,  as  they  did  in  earlier  contingencies. 
Inaccurate  and  changing  data  certainly  also  contributed.  As  ob¬ 
served  In  enrMer  contingencies,  units  typically  deployed  with  more 
equipment  than  was  envisioned  by  JOPES  planning  estimates. 

Many  Army  commands,  perhaps  too  many,  were  Involved  In  provid¬ 
ing  deployment  planning  data  and  directions.  The  lOth  Mountain 
Division  was  the  ARFOR  commander,  but  It  was  neither  staffed  nor 
equipped  to  put  Information  into  the  TPFDD.  Data  for  the  division 
were  entered  at  the  XVllI  Airborne  Corps,  Forces  Command,  and 
ARCENT  (the  Army  component  of  the  JTF).  Inevitably,  there  were 
coordination  delays,  confusion,  and  duplication  of  work  within  the 
Army. 

However,  the  varlatlmis  displayed  In  Table  1  cannot  be  solely  ex¬ 
plained  by  system  training,  organization,  and  management  prob¬ 
lems,  And  It)  say  a.s  some  participants  did  that  the  JTF  simply  did 
not  know  what  was  wanted  Is  merely  another  way  of  observing  that 
the  TPFDD  varied.  A  number  of  participants  pointed  out  that 
"political  considerations"  caused  TPFDD  changes.  The  details  of  the 
deployment,  which  were  constantly  shifting,  had  to  he  continuously 
examined  for  "transportation  feasibility.” 

Uecause  airlift  capacity  was  changing,  what  was  feasible  one  day 
might  not  have  been  a  few  days  earlier  or  later.  Moreover,  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Army  airlift  originated  at  CJrlffIss  Air  F'orce  Base  In  up¬ 
state  New  York.  Winter  weather  led  to  some  delays  In  airlift  opera¬ 
tions.  It  is  easy  to  imagine  how  the  effects  of  capacity  chHnge.s  and 
weather  conditions  initialed  changes  that  cascaded  through  the  re¬ 
maining  days  of  the  TPFDn. 

ether  problems  also  led  to  changes  In  the  Army  deployment  plan 
For  example,  the  Inability  to  offload  hospital  equipment  from  afloat 
prepositioning  ships  led  to  an  unplanned  requirement  to  fly  the 


■'Wdrlilwklu  Mllllmy  (tiiinnuinil  unit  C.iintrol  SystiMi)  (WWMDC.S)  I'lipiiUlllty  wiis  mil 
iiviilltibk'  In  snmulki  iinill  alinui  lunuuiy  I.  (D.s,  Army,  Cnnkir  kir  Army  l.ussons 
I.etirnHil.) 
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lU’t’ck'cl  I'ac'ilitii's  I'roiii  CONUS,  Thi.s  iviiiiiiTtl  tin*  inscriion  oI  umi  C-.') 
and  one  C-141  missions  Into  the  flow,  The  same  delay  in  unloading 
Lighter-Aboard-Shlp  (LASH)  vessels  led  to  a  shortfall  In  MRE  (Meal 
Ready  to  Bat)  provisions;  this  was  overcome  by  airlirting  the  needed 
supplies  from  Kuwait.  Given  the  limited  airfield  capacity  at 
Mogadishu,  other  cargo  had  to  be  displaced  from  the  airflow  to 
accommodate  the  hospital  facilities  and  the  meals. 

As  the  JTF  gained  experience,  the  stafl'was  able  to  assess  the  tactical 
situation  and  refine  and  reduce  requirements  for  equipment  and 
personnel.  Experience  on  the  ground  in  Somalia  led  to  "reality 
changes"  in  the  types  or  numbers  of  units  needed.  As  one  officer  pul 
it,  "the  expected  tempo  of  operations  never  materialized." 
Opposition  was  minimal  until  well  after  the  inli'al  Army  deployments 
were  completed.  Some  planning  foresaw  that  the  United  States 
would  provide  logistic  support  for  coalition  forces,  In  the  event, 
many  coalition  units  took  care  of  their  own  logistical  needs,  The 
TPHUD  was  given  a  careful  scrub  late  in  Oecember  and  reductions 
were  made  to  planned  deployments.  As  a  consequence,  some  units 
and  personnel  were  dropped  from  the  airflow  and  other  units  and 
personnel  moved  forward  to  earlier  dales. 

Finally,  deployment  of  coalition  forces  competed  for  scarce  re¬ 
sources.  Airlift  of  coalition  units  required  landing  ".slots"  and  a.s.so- 
clatcd  ground  support  In  Somalia.  And.  In  .some  cases,  AMO  pro¬ 
vided  aircraft  for  transporting  coalition  forces  to  Somtilia,  The 
requirements  for  transporting  the  forces  of  coalition  partners  were 
mostly  handled  outside  normal  cornnumd  and  control  channels. 
Nonetheless,  changes  In  allied  plans  directly  affected  U.S.  de¬ 
ployment  operations.  In  future  coalition  operations,  U.S.  planners 
must  be  prepared  to  estimate  the  transportation  requirements  of  al¬ 
lies  and  allow  for  them  In  planning  U.S,  deployment  operations. 

US'ERANSCOM  will  assign  transportation  only  to  U.S,  force  moves 
that  have  been  validated  by  the  supported  commander  In  chief 
(CINC).  TRANSCOM  docs  not  view  Itself  ns  a  wholesale  supplier  of 
transportation  with  the  particular  cargoes  to  be  carried  at  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  user,  even  If  the  user  Is  the  supported  GING.  As  long  a.s 
tlSTRANSGOM  Is  held  accountable  for  control  of  and  visibility  Into 
ongoing  movements  (by  users  and  by  higher  authorities),  their  need 
for  specific  TFFDD  data  to  plan  and  manage  transporinllon  Is  obvl- 


IH>|)li)yini!ni  Coininiiiul  iiiul  ('.(ininil  17 


ous,  NoiU'thi’li’ss,  when  lilt  opc'iaiions  air  rclalivcly  sniall  (aiul  lilt 
capacity  Is  not  constraining),  the  occasional  short-term  "waste"  of 
transportation  can  be  absorbed, 

The  variation  in  depl  "  I'p;!!  details  experienced  iti  Restore  Hope  is 
lot  atypical.  Participanis  in  Desert  Shield  deployment  operations 
identified  TPFDD  variation;  as  a  problem  In  1990.  The  problem  Is 
not  In  the  TPFDD  per  se.  but  In  the  necessity  for  it  to  react  to  and 
capture  the  complex  effects  of  the  supported  CINC's  rapidly  chang¬ 
ing  transportation  needs.  Such  changes  are  likely  to  characterize  fu¬ 
ture  contingency  deployments  regardless  of  how  carefully  deliberate 
plans  have  been  constructed,  On-the-shelfTPFDDs  for  every  pos.sl- 
ble  contingency  arc  not  the  answer.  The  deployment  community 
and  the  services  need  to  Identify  a  method  of  organizing  and  coordi¬ 
nating  deployments  that  mitigates  and  controls  the  effects  of  the 
many  factors  that  influence  the  "rear’  flow  Into  the  theater. 


_ Chapter  Four 

MOVEMENT  TO  PORTS 


Except  for  the  effects  of  winter  weather,  the  movement  to  ports  and 
airfields  was  generally  smooth.'  In  all.  MTMC  reports  using  341 
truck  loads  and  1243  rail  car  loads  In  moving  materiel  to  CONUS 
ports  for  deployment.  The  cargo  came  from  Fort  Drum,  Fort 
Banning,  Fort  Hood,  Port  Stewart,  Fort  Huachuca,  and  several  other 
installations.  By  January  20,  MTMC  had  shipped  nearly  43,000  tons 
of  deployment  cargo  in  CONUS,  88  percent  by  rail.  As  Figure  2 
shows,  the  movement  was  Initially  quite  rapid.  Nearly  30,000  tons 
were  shipped  to  CONUS  seaports  In  the  first  ten  days.  The  total 
movement  was  completed  In  30  days.  Apart  from  weather,  there 
were  no  reports  of  problems  during  deployment  operations  In 
CONUS.  Army  cargo  was  shipped  from  six  CONUS  ports  with  the 
bulk  (93  percent)  loaded  at  Bayonne,  Beaumont,  Savannah,  and 
Newport  News. 

The  equipment  of  the  10th  Mountain  Division  moved  to  Bayonne  In 
a  series  of  .six  trains.  The  first  of  these  left  Fort  Drum  In  upstate  New 
York  the  afternoon  of  December  10  (D+1),  arrived  at  Bayonne  mid¬ 
day  on  December  11,  and  was  fully  unloaded  by  9:00  a.m.  the  next 


kltinuiul  lliinsl'ord  Johnwin,  former  cummundor  of  USTllANSCOM,  hu.s  pointed  out 
that  the  United  .States  plans  trunsporlaflon  as  If  llie  weather  Is  always  nood. 
"IJiifortunutely,  we  hud  planned  on  perfect  weather.  We  us  In  olurpe 'we,'  Our  coun¬ 
try,  And  the  weather  ended  up  being  a  controlling  factor,"  [(Jeneral  Haimfiird  7'. 
Jalinsnn;  An  Oral  History,  Office  of  History.  U.S.  Transportation  Command,  December 
1992.)  In  fuel,  bud  weather  Interfered  with  transportation  support  for  lust  Cause  and 
Desert  Shield.  During  Restore  Hope,  winter  .storms  affected  road,  rail,  and  airlift  np- 
erntlon.s  In  CONUS, 
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Figure  2—  Movements  to  CONUS  Seaports  Completed  In  30  Days 


day,  The  trains  varied  In  size  from  54  to  a2  cars  and  took,  on  the  av¬ 
erage,  about  24  hours  to  make  the  360-mlle  trip  from  Fort  Drum  to 
Bayonne.^  Apparently,  rail-loading  facilities  at  the  Fort  and  rail  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  base  were  not  problems.  Personnel  and  some  equipment 
from  the  10th  Division  were  airlifted  to  Somalia  from  Grifliss  Air 
Force  Base,  located  about  75  miles  from  Fort  Drum,  Although  the 
December  weather  was  at  times  harsh.  It  did  not  stop  rail  move¬ 
ment.'* 

USAREUR  aviation  units  deployed  CH-47  and  UH-60  helicopters  and 
650  personnel  to  Somalia.  Part  of  the  movement  was  made  by  airlift 


^AlthouKh  this  wurkit  uut  tu  un  unlmpresstvu  IS  inlluH  per  hour  (wull  huluw  the  iniKlesl 
22  inph  pimttiint}  far.ior  fur  unit  triilns),  iis  2  .shnws,  most  Army  ctiiHi)  wtis 

I'upldly  dellveri'd  to  the  doslKnutt'd  sraport  for  loiidina.  It  dot's  not  uppeiir  thu  IS  inph 
riill  movement  rate  had  any  measurable  effect  on  the  speed  of  Itestore  Mope  foree  rlo- 
sures  In  Somtillu, 

■'Burly  on.  Fort  Urum  sent  curgo  by  rull  to  Ituyonne  bafore  receiving  u  vullduted  port 
cull  from  MTMO,  so  thut  the  hSS  /'«//(«■  could  be  rapidly  loaded. 
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directly  from  Germany,  but  parts  of  the  aviation  units  were  lo  be 
transported  by  ship  from  Livorno,  Italy.  The  first  helicopters  "self- 
deployed,"  arriving  at  Livorno  on  December  15.  The  first  train  left 
from  Germany  for  Livorno  the  same  day  with  an  expected  42-hour 
transit.  When  the  necessary  clearances  from  the  Italian  government 
were  slow  In  coming,  the  unit  stopped  In  France  and  some  of  the  unit 
was  flown  from  French  airfields.’’  The  main  body  of  the  USAREUR 
aviation  support  was  eventually  moved  to  Italy  In  eight  trains  and 
loaded  aboard  ship  In  Livorno. 

Most  sustainment  cargo— amounting  to  3150  tons— moved  via 
commercial  carriers  to  commercial  container  ports  In  CONUS  for 
shipping. 


''The  ItnlUm  Ktivernnu*nt  was  using  the  I’tirt  of  l.lvoino  ami  Its  stagltig  nroii  far  ship¬ 
ping  Itallun  units  to  Soniallu. 
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_  Chapter  Five 

AIRLIFT  OPERATIONS 


AMC  had  several  elements  of  the  airlift  system  in  place  before  D-day. 
Since  AMC  had  been  Involved  In  ongoing  Provide  Relief  operations 
based  In  nearby  Kenya,  personnel  and  equipment  could  be  posi¬ 
tioned  close  to  Somalia  (at  Mombasa  and  Diego  Garcia)  before  U.S. 
forces  had  secured  airfields  there.  The  airlift  operations  concept  was 
to  make  extensive  use  of  aerial  refueling  en  route  to  Somalia,  and, 
since  fuel  was  not  available  at  Mogadishu,  to  stage  the  aircraft  to  an¬ 
other  location  for  refueling.  At  the  outset  of  Restore  Hope,  Army 
planners  considered  the  four  airfields  Identified  In  Figure  3,'  These 
airfields  were  known  to  be  in  poor  shape  and  their  very  limited  ca¬ 
pacity  (or  "maximum  on  the  ground”  |MOG))  was  expected  to  be  the 
major  constraint  on  air  deliveries. 

Had  airfield  capacities  not  limited  deliveries,  nn  all-out  effort  by  AMC 
(Including  Civil  Reserve  Air  Fleet  jCRAF]  I  and  II)  could  have  deliv¬ 
ered  at  least  2100  tons  of  cargo  a  day  into  Somalia  or,  allowing  a  few 
days  to  build  up  to  this  rate,  about  85,000  tons  In  42  days.  This  esti¬ 
mate  assumes  that  all  cargo  would  be  airlifted  from  tbe  East  Coast.  It 
also  assumes  planning  factors  based  on  Operation  Desert  Shield/ 
Storm  experience,  no  aerial  refueling,  and  no  limitations  due  to  air¬ 
field  conditions  In  Somalia  or  en  route.  The  fact  is  tha  airfield  con¬ 
ditions  In  Somalia  did  limit  deliveries,  so  that  actual  deliveries  In  the 
first  six  weeks  were  less  than  30  percent  of  the  estimated  85,000  tons. 


'  Hiildou  wuH  not  iiblo  to  hnndle  Interthwiiur  nIrllfiCT.s,  ulihouith  It  could  be  used  by 
(:-i:i().s  for  Intrutlieater  alrllti  dellverle.s.  Othirr  uirflulds  In  Soiniillu— ut  Durduru,  Delet 
Uen,  (iiiniu,  (lliilalassl.  Oddur,  and  Wuu|ld— were  ulstr  tinablt;  lo  accommodate  O-.'is 
undo- His. 
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Figure  a—Alrneld  Capacity  Was  Small 


AMC  data  summarizing  ihe  dally  airlift  effort  over  the  first  six  weeks 
Is  displayed  In  Figure  4.  Cargo  deliveries  are  presented  In  the  top 
panel  and  passenger  deliveries  In  the  lower  panel.  AMC  also  sup¬ 
plied  estimates  of  cargo  and  passenger  delivery  capacities,  which  are 
largely  determined  by  the  availability  of  airfields  and  their  conditions 
(runway  lengths  and  strengths,  aircraft  parking  space,  hours  of  op¬ 
eration,  etc.)  In  Somalia.  Capacity  built  up  to  a  maximum  of  905  tons 
per  day  and  1105  passengers  per  day  between  December  16  and  25, 
the  period  when  the  Baledogle  Held  was  usable  by  C-141s, 
(Klsmaayu  was  not  secured  until  late  In  December  and  then  could  be 
used  only  to  serve  forces  In  southern  Somalia.)  As  can  be  seen  from 
the  figures,  actual  deliveries  sometimes  exceeded  estimated  capaci¬ 
ties.^  Peak  deliveries  of  passengers  and  cargo  occurred  when 
Baledogle  was  In  use.-’  Figure  4  also  suggests  greater  variation  In 
passenger  deliveries  than  in  cargo  loads. 


‘’  rhlfi  wnild  have  uceurred  If  AMC  unticiputud  that  eapuclty  could  be  axceeded,  per- 
hiips  by  II  cimiblnuthm  of  fader  aircraft  offloudlng  times  and  hlxher  paylontls  per  nlt- 
criift,  Alierniitlvely,  the  AMC  luipactty  estimate  may  have  been  uonservutlve. 

■’The  11. S,  military  po|iuhitlori  In  Somalia  reportedly  peaked  at  |iist  imder  2!), 00(1  late  In 
Imumry. 
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Figure  4 — Dally  Airlift  Deliveries  to  Somalia 
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Airlift  operations  were  constrained  by  the  ground  facilities  in 
Somalia,  It  was  necessary  to  meter  airlift  into  slots  in  Somalia  at  a 
rate  that  the  facilities  and  personnel  there  could  support.  Airlift 
planners  worked  backward  from  the  capacity  constraint  and  at¬ 
tempted  to  schedule  airlift  so  as  to  maximize  the  use  of  the  available 
airfields,  for  example,  for  a  short  period  Balcdogle  was  available 
only  for  daylight  operations.  Airlift  was  scheduled  so  that  the  first 
planes  arrived  at  dawn,  with  subsequent  arrivals  following  at  In¬ 
tervals  determined  by  the  expected  turnaround  (offloading  and 
takeoff)  times.  This  process  implied  discipline  at  every  stage  in  the 
airlift  system.  Since  flight  times  to  Somalia  experienced  relatively  lit¬ 
tle  variation,  aircraft  departures  could  be  timed  to  match  the  re¬ 
quired  aircraft  arrival  schedules.  That  meant  that  cargo  had  to  be 
ready  to  load  at  a  fixed  lime  as  well.  Reportedly,  some  missions  de¬ 
parted  for  Somalia  rather  lightly  loaded  because  the  component's 
cargo  had  not  been  ready  for  loading  and  the  airlift  system  discipline 
required  a  timely  departure. 

i'igiire  5  presents  the  same  data  In  cumulative  form,  (largo  deliverle  J 
track  capacity  closelv  for  the  first  three  weeks  of  the  operation,  using 
some  90  percent  of  cumulative  capacity.  Air  deliveries  cif  cargo  then 
fall  off  gradually  and  amount  to  only  78  percent  of  capacity  at  D+42. 
Actual  passenger  deliveries  amounted  to  onl>  75  percent  of  .AMC's 
estiiTuitod  capacity  during  the  first  throb  weeks  and  71  percent  at 
D+42.  These  figures  suggest  llial  while  airfield  cap.'iclty  may  have 
limited  deployments  to  Somalia  during  December,  there  was  unii.sed 
airlift  capacity  beginning  In  early  lanuary. 

In  all,  AMC  delivered  24, .500  tons  of  cargo  and  approximately  24,000 
passengers  to  Somal'a  during  the  first  six  weeks  of  Operation  Restore 
1  lope.  8y  comparison,  the  total  effort  was  between  an  quarter  and  a 
third  of  the  size  of  the  airlift  deliveries  during  the  first  six  weeks  of 
Desert  Shield, 

AIR'JFT  FOR  UNITS 

Available  data  do  not  show  the  breakdown  of  aiiill'ted  cargo  by  the 
airlift  user  (service,  loint,  or  resupply)  nor  by  the  type  of  airllfler  em¬ 
ployed  ((1-141,  (1-5,  K(M(),  or  civilian).  Thus,  the  Army  share  of  airlift 
must  be  estimated, 


tons  oFcarga 
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Figure  5— Cumulative  Airlift  Dellverlea  to  Somalia 
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Data  availablu  I'roin  tlie  Aniiy  sliow  tlial  Army  pcrsuiuiol  and  cargo 
were  deployed  to  Somalia  from  at  least  19  CONUS  installations  and 
additional  locations  In  Europe.  As  of  January  4,  there  had  been  169 
Army  airlift  missions  from  CONUS  and  20  from  Europe.  About  60 
percent  of  the  CONUS  missions  carried  cargo  and  personnel  from 
Port  Drum,  the  home  of  the  10th  Mountain  Division.  Another  four 
installations  (Bragg,  Campbell,  Eustls,  and  Lee)  provided  the 
workload  for  40  airlift  missions,  with  the  remaining  29  spread  over  a 
dozen  Installations. 

The  Army  buildup  was  slow,  at  least  compared  to  early  expectations. 
Initially,  personnel  at  Fort  Drum  expected  that  the  lOlh  Mountain 
Division  would  be  allocated  as  many  as  24  to  28  airlift  missions  a 
day,"*  At  that  rate,  the  planned  deployments  from  Fort  Drum  would 
have  been  completed  as  early  as  December  20.  In  fact,  as  of 
December  22,  there  were  only  a  little  over  lOOO  soldiers  from  the  di¬ 
vision  In  Somalia,  Airlift  had  delivered  about  120  High  Mobility 
Multi-purpose  Wheeled  Vehicles  (HMMWVs),  60  trailers,  and  some 
2.6  tons  of  other  10th  Division  cargo.  The  planned  airlift  rate  had 
fallen  to  12  a  day.  By  January  9,  the  last  aircraft  carrying  personnel 
from  the  lOth  Mountain  Division  departed  for  Somalia.  By  that  time, 
127  airlift  missions  from  Grifflss  had  delivered  3976  soldiers,  281 
wheeled  vehicles,  129  trailers,  4  hellcoptens,  and  181  pallets  for  the 
10th  Division,  The  last  of  the  division’s  sealifted  equipment  did  not 
arrive  until  early  in  February, 

A  rough  estimate  of  Army  personnel  airlifted  to  Somalia  can  be  de¬ 
rived  by  adding  the  size  of  the  ARFOR,  the  Army  Special  Operatlon.s 
Forces  (SOF)  deployed,  and  Army  personnel  in  the  Joint  Task  Force 


''N(it(!  Iluit  tliH  I0(h  MdUritiiln  Division  hail  deployad  to  Hlorlilu  In  oiti'ly  SB|)tamlH!i'  Inf 
icIU’f npuriiiinns  In  tha  wakatif  hurrleani' Ainliuw,  TliaUlvIsInn sunt  .toOl) soldUtis aiul 
inoru  than  IKIOO  inns  of  ihalr  (H|ulpnitint  to  I'lnridu,  mostly  by  air.  The  division  iisrnJ 
1151)  airlift  missions  ovur  |ust  II  days,  (.See  tl.S.  Army,  lOrh  Moiintuin  Division, 
Di'liloyitmir  fi  April  lf)f):i,)  At  that  rate,  the  miulpmimt  sant  to  Somulla  cniilti 

Ituvo  henii  dullvarud  In  five  to  ten  days. 

Hut  ulrcumstances  lor  the  .Somalia  deploymenl  were  fur  different.  Distances  to 
Somalia  were  far  greater  and  facilities  fur  poorer  ihere.  More  linpoi'lani,  the  opera¬ 
tional  concept  was  to  ship  the  bulk  of  the  Army  eiiulpmcnt  by  sea.  Imposing  a  two  to 
three  week  delay  In  the  reiiulrement  airlift  for  personnel.  Ihuler  the  conci'pt,  early 
airlift  was  available  to  carry  Marines  tn  m.irry  ap  with  rheir  etirly  arrlvlnp  prepiisl- 
lloned  equlpmi'til. 
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Support  Command.  This  yields  an  estimate  that  Army  personnel 
were  about  37  percent  of  total  passenger  deployments  to  Somalia  as 
of  mid-January,  A  second  estimate  can  be  made  from  the  records  of 
the  870th  Transportation  Company,  which  ran  the  Arrival /Departure 
Air  Control  Group  (A/DACG)  at  the  Mogadishu  airport,  The  Group 
reports  processing  9241  passengers  as  of  January  20,  or  39  percent  of 
the  total  passenger  deliveries  reported  by  AMC.''  A  similar  compari¬ 
son  for  cargo  deliveries  results  In  an  estimate  that  Army  cargo  deliv¬ 
eries  by  air  were  25  percent  of  the  total. 

Airlift  operations  were  complicated  by  several  factors  beyond  the 
poor  condition  of  airfields  in  Somalia.  One  was  the  need  to  support 
coalition  airlift  activity.  AMC  airlift  was  assigned  missions  such  as 
transporting  a  Swedish  hospital,  moving  Zimbabwe  forces,  and  pro¬ 
viding  similar  services  to  other  nations.  Still  other  coalition  mem¬ 
bers  provided  their  own  airlift,  adding  to  the  competition  for  landing 
slots,  ground  space,  and  other  support.  A  steady  flow  of  VIP  visitors 
had  to  be  accommodated.  The  variations  In  TPFDD  described  earlier 
undoubtedly  complicated  alrlif  m.nlng.  Poor  communications  re¬ 
stricted  the  notification  given  to  personnel  in  Somalia.  In  many 
cases,  ground  personnel  got  little  or  no  -idvance  notification  of  the 
units  aboard  arriving  aircraft  even  though  the  Information  was  avail¬ 
able  from  lOPES.  (In  December,  communications  with  Somalia  were 
limited  to  the  Defense  Switch  Network  [DSNl;  WWMCCS  was  not  op- 
cnitiunal  in  Somalia  until  lanuury  1.  As  a  result,  JTF-S  Initially  had 
difficulty  getting  airlift  and  .sealift  movement  reports.) 

SUSTAINMENT  AIRLIFT 

AMC  began  siistninmetu  tllghis  to  Somalia  on  December  27.  These 
nights,,  originating  at  Dover  and  Travis  AFBs,  were  reportedly  re¬ 
stricted  to  three  a  week.  The  ARFOR  in  Somalia  was  allocated  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  capacity  on  nights  From  Dover  and  30  percent  on  those 
originating  at  Travis,  Sustainment  cargo  volumes  are  Included  In  the 


'’In  ihc  Mil  Uiiys  IdlliiwIiiK  liimiiiry  20,  tin?  A/DAIX!  pnn-psml  iinoihi-r  1000  pii.ssimKKrs, 
All  iliila  an  ankiiDwii  (Inn  .smnlll  niinibcr  of  iU!pnrtln|>  p(M',si)nnnl  ns  wall  ns  nn 

unknown  luiinlnir  nf  nllHii'  si'ivlcc  |HM's('niu!l  who  tirrivfiil  on  missions  the  A/l)A(l(i 
huiutli’d. 
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cargo  volumes  shown  In  Figures  4  and  5,  As  of  January  13  {D+35), 
AMC  had  delivered  only  287  tons  of  sustainment  cargo  and  21  tons  of 
mail,  Clearly,  unit  movements  dominated  the  use  of  airlift  capacity. 


Chapter  Six 

PREPOSITIONING 


The  Army  normally  has  three  shiploads  rf  materiel  and  equipment 
prepositioned  aboard  ships  stationed  at  Diego  Garcia.  The  cargo  In¬ 
cludes  ammunition,  food,  tents,  electricity  generators,  water  pro¬ 
duction  gear,  watercraft,  materiel  handling  equipment,  and  hospital 
equipment,  all  of  the  sorts  that  were  needed  in  Somalia.  However, 
one  of  the  ships,  the  American  Cormorant,  which  carries  the  water¬ 
craft,  was  in  the  shipyard  in  Hamburg,  Germany,  early  in  December. 
The  other  two  had  received  orders  to  move  toward  Somalia  but,  at 
D-day,  they  were  still  at  Diego  Garcia.'  These  two  ships— the  Green 
Harbor  and  the  Green  Valley,  both  LASH  designs— sailed  on  D+1  and 
reached  Mogadishu  four  days  later.  Apparently,  their  cargoes  were 
not  needed  earlier. 

The  draft  of  the  LASH  vessels  was  too  great  to  allow  them  to  enter  the 
port  of  Mogadishu.  That  fact  was  certainly  known  by  sealift  opera¬ 
tors,  but  the  Implications  were  not  fully  appreciated.  Normally,  the 
inability  to  enter  the  port  would  have  not  been  a  problem  for  the 
ships  are  designed  to  offload  their  lighters  (barges)  "In  the  stream," 
so  only  the  lighters  need  go  Into  port.  However,  high  sea  states  made 
this  a  difficult  operation  with  risks  to  personnel  as  well  as  to  cargo. 
Also,  there  was  too  little  sheltered  space  inside  the  port  for  the 
lighters  to  offload;  what  little  there  was  was  taken  up  hy  ships  un- 


'  Under  Communder  In  Chief  Piiclflc  (CINCPAC)  orders,  at  least  two  of  the  USMc; 
MPSs  had  apparently  departed  Ulego  tiarcia  earlier,  Two  of  the  MPSs  were  reported 
In  the  Mogadishu  urea  nn  Uf2.  and  one,  the  Liimmus,  which  hud  heen  assigned  to  the 
Uith  MKU,  began  offloading  Immediately. 


:tl 
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loading.-  I'inally,  the  needed  cargo  was  slowed  in  dilTicult-lo-roacli 
positions  within  the  ships. 

On  December  21,  the  Green  Valley  was  sent  to  Mombasa  to  transfer 
needed  cargo  to  the  Maritime  Prepositioning  Ship  Lummus,  which 
had  earlier  unloaded  at  Mogadishu.  However,  the  Mombasa  port 
authorities  denied  entry  to  the  Green  Valley  on  the  grounds  that  the 
length  of  the  ship  could  not  be  accommodated,  so  the  ship  could  not 
be  discharged  there  either.  The  Green  Harbor  was  ordered  to 
Kismaayu  on  January  1,  but  weather  and  the  sea  state  there 
prevented  unloading  as  they  had  at  Mogadishu.-' 

The  decision  was  made  to  send  the  ships  back  to  Diego  Garcia  to 
offload  munitions  and  ballast  until  the  ships  were  light  enough  to 
enter  Mogadishu's  harbor.  The  Green  Valley  and  the  Green  Harbor 
returned  to  Diego  Garcia  on  lanuary  11  and  12.  By  that  time,  the 
plan  had  been  changed  again;  the  cargo  would  be  transferred  to 
other  ships.  Containers  of  MREs  were  tiunsferred  to  a  commercial 
container  .ship  and  were  unicaded  in  Mogadishu  by  lanuary  24. 
Then,  late  In  January  an  FSS,  the  Bellatrlx,  was  sent  to  Diego  Garcia 
to  pick  up  additional  needed  items  and  deliver  them  to  Mogadishu. 
The  Bellatrlx  arrived  at  Dlegu  Garcia  on  February  2,  loaded  the  cargo 
In  two  days,  and  sailed  on  the  4th.  Sailing  at  economical  speeds,  the 
M/nfn'j;  eventually  made  port  at  Mogadishu  on  February  15, 

Even  before  D-day,  the  American  Cormorant  was  out  of  the  shipyard 
and  moved  to  Hythe,  England,  where  her  cargo  was  stored.  She 
reloaded  watercraft,  small  tugs,  and  a  water-producing  barge  and 
sailed  for  Somalia  on  Dcci-mber  12,  carrying  a  surge  group  of  40  sol¬ 
diers  from  the  7th  Trantiportation  Group.  She  reached  the  Mo¬ 
gadishu  urea  on  December  31  and  encountered  offloading  difficulties 
resuliing  from  local  sen  conditions.  On  January  8,  she  sailed  to 
Mombasa  and  began  to  offload  lighterage,  Two  l.CU-200s  made  the 


^Ryitur  Inti'lllmmcu  ahout  sutipott  ilmitutlons  und  seusonal  wetiilier  CDiulltInn.H  at 
MoKiullshii  (nml  MoniliHsa)  mlRlit  have  led  tomnre  rapid  decisions  on  the  redirection 
(ilihe  prtfposlllimlnn  ships, 

'Under  different  military  circumstances,  there  would  have  bwn  no  delays  In 
iiflloiidlmt  prepositioned  lASH  ships.  Itoth  the  (Inmi  Hfirlinniml  (irmi  t/nf/ey  would 
have  hueii  promptly  unloaded  If  there  hud  been  mu|or  I'lahtInR,  In  war,  the  on-scene 
commanders  would  likely  have  accepted  the  risks  of  ln|ury  to  pensonnel  end  of  loss  of 
cargo  that  were  created  by  the  seu  state  off  Mogadishu. 


l’repiiHltli)nln(!  :tM 


firsl  deliveries  It)  Kisnuiayii  on  ihe  lOtli  anti  lo  Mo^atiishu  on  the 

I2th, 

Army  prepositioning  ship  performance  was  unsatisfactory,  tolerable 
only  in  the  context  of  the  Restore  Hope  mission.  Needed  Army 
supplies  and  equipment  that,  under  the  best  of  conditions,  might 
have  been  delivered  In  the  first  week  were  not  offloaded  until  much 
later."*  The  earliest  deliveries  came  at  D+34,  the  latest  at  D+B8. 
Clearly,  there  is  room  for  Improvement  in  Army  afloat  prepositioning 
planning  and  operations,** 


'*The  I.ASM  ships  untl  the  American  CorworaMfshould  not  be  confused  with  new  Army 
programs  to  prepusltion  the  eoulpment  for  an  armored  brigade  and  associated  engi- 
neertng,  transportation,  and  other  support  forces.  The  new  programs  will  preposition 
unit  equipment  and  some  supplies  aboard  roll-on/rolhoff  ships  that  will  normally  en¬ 
ter  ports  to  unload,  Although  there  Is  some  specialized  support  equipment  loaded  on 
the  lASlI  ships  and  the  American  Cormorant,  there  is  no  combnl  unit  equipment,  The 
hulk  of  their  cargoes  Is  munitions  and  other  consumables.  And,  us  the  text  notes, 
these  ships  need  not  enter  ports  to  unload,  noth  types  of  ships  offer  the  advantages  of 
mobile  storage  for  suhstantiul  cargo  and  the  capanlllty  to  move  toward  potential  con¬ 
tingencies  before  full-scale  deployments  are  started. 

^'In  contrast.  Murine  Corps  operations  went  smoothly  by  all  reports.  The  MPSs  started 
for  Mogadishu  before  the  execute  order  was  received  and  the  first  ship  completed  of- 
notidlngon  December  IH  (D+7), 


Chapter  Seven 

SEALIFT  OPERATIONS 


At  the  outset  of  Restore  Hope,  some  shipping  had  been  readied  for 
prompt  use.  Three  Fast  Sealift  Ships  had  been  mobilized  and  two 
sent  to  the  ports  expected  to  be  used:  the  Pollux  to  Bayonne  and  the 
Capella  to  Wilmington,  North  Carolina.  (Ships  for  deploying  Navy 
SeaBec  equipment  were  also  positioned  at  seaports  in  California  and 
Spain.) 

Sealift  to  Somalia  was  accomplished  with  available  DoD  shipping, 
Including  ships  already  under  charter  and  six  of  the  eight  FSSs. 
Given  the  decision  to  u.se  the  FSSs.  Ready  Reserve  Fleet  (RRF)  shlp.s 
were  not  needed.  In  the  llrst  six  weeks,  total  sealift  deliveries 
amounted  to  1. 1  million  square  feet  of  unit  cargo  with  about  950,000 
square  feet  (86  percent)  Army  cargo  and  the  rest  SeaBee  equipment. 
Later  deliveries  added  about  180,000  square  feet  of  Army  cargo  and 
88, ,500  of  Nnvy/Marine  Corps  equipment. 

SEALIFT  OF  UNIT  EQUIPMENT 

Army  unit  equipment  was  sent  to  Somalia  aboard  eight  ships  (see 
Table  2),  Six  of  these  ships  made  deliveries  during  the  Rrst  six  weeks; 
the  remaining  two  were  en  route  as  of  January  20,  Six  of  the  eight 
were  the  Fast  .Senllfl  Ships  that  are  kept  In  reduced  operating  staius, 
ready  for  omployment  on  four  days  notice,  ’['he  other  two  ships  are 
U.S,  flag  commercial  ships  that  were  already  under  charter  to  DoD 
for  other  purposes. 


a.') 


:t(i  TraiispiinlnK  Ihe  Army  lor  Operatltin  Hestore  Hope 


'tabled 

Army  Unit  Equipment  Deployed  on  Eight  Ships 


.Ship 

Arrival  ut 
MoKudlshu 

Cargo  Volume 

in'*) 

Cargo  Typt* 

Mha 

.'anuury  01 

irii.aio 

10th  MTN  PIV 

Amerlcnn  halcon 

lanuary  02 

94,710 

12th  AVN  UPK 

AlMir 

lamiary  (14 

i!>o,.';(ir, 

10th  MTN  PIV 

Ikllatrix 

lanuarv  Oil 

170,011) 

CS/CSS 

Algol 

lanuary  12 

l»B,9H9 

cs/css 

Caikllu 

lunuury  20 

159,7H(i 

7th  Truns  Clrtiup 

'I'mul  dellverad  to  l/I^O/sa 

1199, .1711 

Doneboln 

146,000  (est.) 

CS/CSS 

American  Hagle 

.17.6.10 

cs/css 

Hn  roiiUion  l/zn/9a 

ih;).h;i() 

Tolul  Army  Unit  Hquipmeiii 

1,079,000 

This  employment  was  In  accordance  with  MSC’a  priorities,  which 
catic'ci  for  the  use  of  commercial  ships  already  under  charter  first  and 
the  most  ready  governmont>owned  ships  second.  The  risk  to  sealift 
capabilities  for  a  major  combat  contingency  was,  according  to  the 
Navy  and  USTRANSCOM,  recognized  and  accepted. 

Figure  6  compares  the  actual  deliveries  of  Army  unit  equipment  with 
an  estimate  of  the  capacity  that  might  have  been  available.  The  es¬ 
timate  begins  with  ship  status  as  of  D-day  and  calculates  what  might 
have  been  delivered  if  planning  factors  (based  on  Desert  Shield  de¬ 
ployment  experience)  had  been  realized.'  Initial  performance  was 
quite  close  to  the  estimate  of  capacity,  but  diiring  lanunry  actual 
shipping  deliveries  fell  two  to  three  weeks  behind  the  calculated  ex¬ 
pectation. 

Four  factors  contributed  to  the  .slippage  First,  ships  wore  in  port  far 
longer  than  planning  factors  for  ship  loading  allowed  for.  This  delay 


'This  i!s(liiiiili!  illl'I'iM's  lltlli'  I'luni  MS(.  s  L'xpt'Ctiillons  In  inki  niici'inbur,  At  Ihiit  tltm!, 
MSC  i!sflm,iteil  thiit  the  lust  ship  carrying  Army  equipment  woiiltj  iirrlve  at  Mnpudlshu 
im  laiuinry  1(1, 
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Deoambtr  1 992  January  1 903  February  1 993 

Figure  B— Army  Deliveries  by  Sealift  iJigged  Estimated  Capacity 


might  have  been  because  of  the  effects  of  bad  weather  on  loading 
times,  mechanical  problems,  or  the  lack  of  Army  cargo  available  for 
loading.  Determination  of  the  actual  cause  requires  additional  data 
and  analysis.  Second,  some  ships  had  to  multhport;  the  Denebola, 
the  last  ship  to  deliver  Army  unit  cargo,  took  on  cargo  at  three  differ¬ 
ent  CONUS  ports.  Planning  estimates  usually  assume  that  there  Is 
sufficient  cargo  at  a  port  to  fill  each  ship,  so  less  time  Is  spent  In  ports 
In  the  capacity  estimate.  Third,  one  ship— tho  CopeZ/cj— suffered  an 
engineering  problem,  had  to  put  Into  Rota,  Spain,  for  Inspection,  and 
then  was  limited  (o  12  knots  (compared  to  a  planning  factor  of  23.S) 
for  the  rest  of  Its  voyage  to  Somalia.  The  fourth  and  most  prominent 
reason  is  the  reduced  port  capacity  at  Mogadishu.  Only  one  FSS 
could  be  berthed  at  a  time,  so  some  were  slowed  en  route  so  they 
could  be  metered  Into  the  port. 

vSUSTAINMENT  SEALIFT 

Sealifted  sustainment  cargo  reached  Somalia  via  two  channels.  At 
three  IJ.S.  ports,  sustainment  materiel  was  loaded  onto  the  Viopher 
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StaU\  an  KlU'  auxiliary  crane  sliip  lor  liundiiny  containers,  and  dt'.iv- 
ered  directly  to  Somalia,^ 

The  second  channel  Involved  a  mix  of  commercial  and  DoD  shipping 
using  containers.  The  containers  were  leased  by  DoD,  stuffed  at 
Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA)  depots,  moved  to  commercial  ports, 
and  shipped  to  Alexandria,  Egypt,  in  commercial  container  ships.'' 
MTMC  established  a  transshipment  point  there  (with  a  staff  of  four 
to  oversee  operations)  and  the  containers  were  loaded  onto  Military 
Sealift  Command  "shuttle"  ships  for  forwarding  to  Somalia.  As  of  the 
end  of  March,  this  channel  had  handled  nearly  1150  20-ft.  contain¬ 
ers.  Most  of  this  cargo  was  thought  to  be  MflEs  and  other  foodstuffs, 
with  an  estimated  10  tons  per  container.  About  94  percent  of  the 
sustainment  cargo  originated  in  CONUS;  the  balance  came  from 
Europe. 


"liiltlttlly,  MSc:  luid  chartered  the  Corpus  CliristI  ani\  ptwltlmied  her  at  Ituyonne  lOr 
Ititidlnit  sustainment  curge.  However,  mechunlcul  problems  with  the  ship's  I'raaes 
prevented  InudltiK,  she  was  taken  “til'f  hire"  on  necember  27,  and  the  (lophur  .S'Mfewns 
given  the  task. 

■*Twn  ctimmercinl  lines  supported  Itestore  Hope  container  operations  Irnm  OONUS; 
harrell  Lines  Incorporated  and  Lykes  Itrothers  Steamship  Company. 


Chapter  Eight 

DEPLOYMENT  OPERATIONS  IN  SOMALIA 


Reception  and  offloading  of  Army  personnel  and  equipment  in 
Somalia  were  conditioned  by  the  seaport  and  airport  facilities  there. 
Port  facilities  had  been  devastated  like  the  rest  of  the  infrastnictiire, 
lust  as  airfield  conditions  Initially  constrained  airlift  operations,  the 
ability  of  the  seaport  to  handle  shipping  limited  deliveries  by  sea. 
There  was  one  small  crane  operative  In  the  seaport,  and  the  harbor 
Itself  was  cluttered  with  wrecks.  The  Marine  Corps  operated  the  port 
until  responsibility  for  port  operations  was  transitioned  to  the  Army's 
7th  Transportation  Group  on  January  15  (D+37).'  Port  activity  during 
this  period  is  summarized  In  Table  3. 

Ships  carrying  Army  and  SoaBee  cargo  delivered  only  22  percent  of 
the  cargo  offloaded  In  Mogadishu  during  the  first  37  days  of  Restore 
Hope.  During  this  period,  the  port  handled  51  ships  and  nearly 
118,000  short  tons  of  cargo.^  Coalition  nations,  employing  n  large 
number  of  smaller  ships,  delivered  at  least  as  much  military  equlp- 


hn  the  Initial  stanns  of  the  operation,  the  Marine  Corps  1st  Hone  ,Servk;e  Support 
Clroup  provldetl  rommnn  Item  support  amt  common  user  support  to  other  U.S,  ami 
coalition  forces  In  Sontalla.  ItelyInK  heavily  on  supplies  and  equipment  from  the 
MPSs,  the  Murines  eslabllshed  a  1  oglstles  Movement  Control  Center,  produced  ami 
distributed  water,  handled  hulk  fuel,  and  provided  cumnnmlcutlons,  Hxplnslvo 
Ordnance  Ulsposal  (H.on),  laundry,  motor  transport,  medical,  and  supply  so|)poi'l 
services  until  the  lolnt  Task  Hiirce  Su|)port  ( iommumi  was  operational, 

^Thls  comparison  osos  iihorl  tons  of  carKo,  rather  than  .square  feet  (a  better  measiiie 
for  Artny  unit  equipment),  because  tonnage  Is  the  oi,ly  measure  of  the  vokiinii  of  hu¬ 
manitarian  shipments,  Thus,  tonnuKt*  must  be  used  to  make  overall  compaiisuns, 
Army  tonnage  tlgures  are  taken  from  records  provided  by  the  7th  Transportation 
(iroup  and  other  official  sources. 


41)  ^l■anspl)rlln^;  the  Army  foiOpi'ra'Ii.n  Restore  I lopt' 


Tables 

Ship  Unloading  Operations  at  Mogadishu  to  D-t-37 


Siairceuf  Cargo 

Ships 

%  of  Cargo 

'J.S,  milltury 

Army  and  others 

7 

22.0 

Marine  Corps 

r> 

20.5 

Subtotal 

12 

42..5 

Coalition  military 

2B 

20,9 

lUimanltarlan  and  other 

U 

:m,(i 

total 

51 

100,0% 

rnent  and  supplies  as  MSC  did  for  the  Army.  And,  appropriately, 
I'.umanitarlan  cargoes  for  a  wide  variety  of  relief  organizations  were 
more  than  a  thiid  of  the  cargo  delivered,  Army  deliveries  were  not 
significantly  slowed  by  the  need  to  compete  with  these  different  car¬ 
goes  in  such  a  small  seaport.  On  the  average,  FSSs  cariying  Army 
cargo  entered  the  port  15  hours  after  reaching  Mogadishu,  although, 
the  facilities  at  Mogadishu  could  accommodate  only  one  FSS  at  a 
time. 

As  the  CINC's  appreciation  of  the  situation  grew,  requirements  for 
specific  lype.s  of  equipment  in  the  theater  were  reduced.  Priority  was 
given  to  water-production  equipment,  engineering  assets,  trucks, 
and  skilled  support  personnel.  At  least  480  pieces  of  Army  equip¬ 
ment  were  "backloaded"  (returned  to  the  United  States  without  be¬ 
ing  used)  on  the  first  four  ships  arriving  at  Mogadishu  (13  percent  of 
the  cargo  they  carrlod).  Hackloading  operations  followed  Immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  completion  of  discharge. 

The  mix  of  port  operations  changed  after  the  7th  Transportation 
(iroup  took  responsibility.  Humanitarian  cargo  continued  to  flow 
through  the  port,  as  did  coalition  military  deployments.  Two  more 
FSSs  carrying  Army  equipment  arrived  and  were  discharged.  Marine 
Oorns  operations,  however,  shifted  to  backloading  the  four  MPSs 
that  had  been  unloaded  earlier.  At  the  same  time,  sustainment 
cargoes  began  to  arrive  by  sea. 
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Onward  movement  operations  were  relatively  limited.  Most  Army 
units  remained  in  the  Mogadishu  area  and  conducted  their  opera¬ 
tions  from  there.  The  .second  largest  concentration  of  Army  units 
wa.s  at  naledegle,  where  many  Army  personnel  were  directly  de¬ 
ployed.  A  few  Army  units  deployed  to  Kismaayii,  about  22!i  .-niles 
south  of  Mogadishu.  The  road  between  Mogadishu  and  Kismaayu 
was  impassable,  so  operations  there  were  made  and  supported  large¬ 
ly  by  watercraft. 

The  7th  Transportation  Ciroup  trucking  services  supported  Army 
units,  helped  other  services,  and  assisted  with  humanitarian  opera¬ 
tions.  On  a  typical  day  in  the  first  week  of  February  1993,  the  24th 
Transportation  Company,  the  lOOth  Transportation  Company,  and 
the  n70th  Transportation  Company  Were  conducting  a  dozen  motor 
transport  missions.  Cargo  included  unit  equipment,  food  supplies, 
and  con.slrtiction  materials  delivered  to  forward  locations  such  as 
Jilib,  Ilarciera,  Baidoa,  and  Baledogle.  Ollier  cargo  was  hauled  within 
the  Mogadishu  area.  A  mission  could  require  as  many  as  15  trucks 
and  last  us  long  as  three  days.  Apparently,  the  availability  of  military 
trucks  wiihin  Somalia  was  not  a  problem  after  late  January. 

The  disiiibutlon  of  air-delivered  cargo— including  spare  parts  for 
Army  helicopters— encountered  some  problems.  The  A/DACG  sel¬ 
dom  knew  whcti  platies  were  arriving,  much  less  vvlinl  cargo  they 
carried.  Supply  personnel  got  no  cues  from  eutomated  systems,  nl- 
though  the  satellite  communications  pro'iued  for  the  Logistics 
Assistance  Hcprcsentatlvcs  (lARs)  helped  to  coordinate  supply  ac¬ 
tions.  When  offloaded,  pallets  were  .sent  to  a  storage  area  near  the 
Mogadishu  airport,  Personnel  from  the  M.itcriel  Management  Cen¬ 
ter  would  visit  tlii,s  area  In  search  of  designated  cargoes,  and  wlien 
they  were  located  itrrangec!  to  have  them  delivered  to  the  req- 
uisitionei's.  The  Supply  and  Service  Company  needed  for  this  func¬ 
tion  had  been  deleted  from  theTri4)l9  to  meet  the  Army  personnel 
cap. 


. i".'  '•  ~  .-‘-V'  . 


Chapter  Nine 

OBSERVATIONS 


In  Operation  Restore  Hope,  everything  to  be  used  and  consumed 
had  to  be  taken  to  Somalia  by  the  participants,  The  operation  pro¬ 
vides  a  good  basts  for  speculating  about  future  large-scale  humani¬ 
tarian  operations  that  may  put  the  Army  Into  similar  austere  or  dev¬ 
astated  environments.  There  Is  no  doubt  that  Operation  Restore 
Hope  succeeded  In  meeting  the  Initial  objectives  set  by  the  President, 
U,S.  and  coalition  forces  provided  security  for  relief  organizations, 
starvation  was  dramatically  reduced,  and  responsibility  for  continu¬ 
ing  security  was  transferred  to  UN  forces  In  less  than  five  months. 

Several  observations  emerge  from  this  review  of  Restore  Hope  Army 
deployment  operations.  First,  the  TPFDD  process  was  managed  In 
such  a  way  that  It  was  not  a  reliable  management  tool  for  executing 
deployment  operations.  Second,  the  movement  to  ports  was  rapid 
and  smooth,  i'hlrd,  deliveries  to  the  theater  were  limited  by  weather 
and  poor  lacillties.  Fourth,  all  available  FSSs  were  employed. 
Finally,  coalition  operations  provided  significant  .support  as  well  as 
cuinpetiilon  for  facilities. 

Army  leaders  should  examine  five  main  issues  that  emerge  from  this 
review  of  the  first  three  months  of  Army  Restore  Hope  deployments: 

1 ,  How  cun  joint  deployment  management  systems  better  cope  with 
varying  and  unpredictable  demands? 

2.  How  many  and  what  kind  of  Army  logistics  and  other  support 
units  should  be  kept  ready  for  immediate  deployment? 
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.5,  Wluii  loint  lii'ploymt’til  capabilities  should  be  applied  to  humani¬ 
tarian  operations  like  Restore  Hope? 

4.  1  low  can  Army  use  of  prepositioning  ships  be  Improved? 

5.  How  much  management  attention  should  be  given  to  tracking 
high-level  mission  accomplishments?  How  cun  progress  In  hu¬ 
manitarian  operations  be  measured? 

Some  key  considerations  in  analyzing  these  Issues  are  outlined  In  the 
following  paragraphs,  All  of  the  issues  raised  and  options  suggested 
require  further  analysis  by  the  Army,  and  many  require  action  out¬ 
side  the  Army,  Because  the  Army  necessarily  relies  on  lolnt  support 
when  deploying,  It  must  be  prepared  to  develop  and  advocate  sys¬ 
tems,  procedures,  and  policies  for  the  joint  deployment  community 
that  will  enhance  the  Army’s  abilities  to  contribute  to  future  humani¬ 
tarian  operations, 

AD,\PTING  JOINT  DEPLOYMENT  SYSTEMS 

The,  Army  portion  of  the  Restore  Hope  TPPDD  varied  substantially. 
Many  of  the  reasons  were  undoubtedly  beyond  the  Army’s  cotitroli 
some  major  Influences,  like  weather,  were  beyond  anyone’s  control. 
Others  reflected  changing  operational  conditions.  Whatever  the 
cause,  the  variation  apparently  caused  problems  for  USTRANSCOM. 
USTRANSCOM  Is  responsible  for  planning  and  conducting  trans¬ 
portation  operations  for  the  supported  CINC.  They  properly  aim  to 
conduct  transportation  operations  as  efficiently  as  possible,  Dealing 
with  the  problem  requires  two  distinct  types  of  changes. 

Some  participants  reported  being  hampered  by  n  lack  of  trained,  ex¬ 
perienced,  and  rosponsivo  personnel.  The  first  obvious  change  Is  to 
fix  tlii.s.  The  Army  should  survey  Its  needs  for  jOPBS-tralned  person¬ 
nel  in  major  deployments  and  plan  to  provide  the  requisite  number 
of  experienced  personnel  to  all  commands  that  will  provide  Inputs 
and  receive  products  from  the  JOPES  system.  Commands  need  to  be 
able  to  Identify  )OPES-tralned  personnel  and  to  maintain  staffing 
levels  consistent  with  their  needs  in  major  contingencies,  Units 
should  maintain  up-to-date  TPFDDs  for  each  deployment  planned. 
The  use  of  full-time  civilian  personnel  with  the  requisite  expertise 
liiis  also  been  suggested  ns  a  way  to  overcome  the  problem. 
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The  second,  less  obvious,  step  In  dealing  with  this  problem  is  to  real¬ 
ize  that  deployment,  plans  will  always  vary  enough  to  upset  trans¬ 
portation  plans,  While  It  Is  easy  to  suggest  that  predictions  must  be 
improved  and  planning  must  be  extended,  such  efforts  are  unlikely 
to  yield  significant  benefits.  Large-scale  real-world  events  cannot  be 
scripted  in  detail  in  ad\ance,  Under  the  best  of  circumstances,  the 
TPFDD  will  vary.  More  and  better  trained  personnel  will  mitigate  the 
effects  of  unexpected  variations;  they  cannot  eliminate  them. 

If  we  accept  this  perspective,  we  can  then  ask  whether  transportation 
operations  can  be  adapted  to  absorb  variation.  Airlines  use  "hub  and 
spoke"  operations  to  reduce  variation  in  their  loads  on  longer-range 
flights,  in  the  same  manner,  AMC  could  operate  from  four  or  five 
regional  deployment  centers,  with  the  users  responsible  for  getting 
their  passengers  and  cargo  to  the  centers,  A  staging  capacity  would 
permit  the  centers  to  carry  a  small  backlog  of  cargo,  and  priorities  or 
other  guidance  from  the  supported  CINC  would  ailow  TRANSCOM 
to  sequence  movements  to  and  from  the  centers.  Reliable 
communications  among  the  CINC,  TRANSCOM,  and  the  deploying 
forces  would  be  vital.  Some  of  the  troublesome  details  of  the  TPFDD 
could  be  discarded  and  transportation  planning  could  proceed  on 
the  basis  of  more  aggregate  planning.  Personnel  would  be  trained 
and  procedures  In  the  services  and  In  TRANSCOM  would  be  adapted 
to  mitigate  the  effects  of  variation.  Deployment  system  operators 
would  take  part  in  repeated  and  strenuous  training  exercises  that 
stress  adaptation  in  the  face  of  unexpected  developments. 

Under  this  proposal,  precision  in  planning  is  sacrificed  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  better  use  of  available  transportation  in  contingency  opera¬ 
tions. 


DETERMINING  LOGISTICS  READINESS  FOR 
DEPLOYMENTS 

In  operations  similar  to  Restore  Hope,  logistics  support  capabilities 
like  trucking,  medical,  engineering,  and  civil  affairs  become  the  henrt 
of  the  Army's  mission,  Combat  forces  are  needed  to  ensure  the  se¬ 
curity  of  logistics  In  humanitarian  operations  just  as  support  capa¬ 
bilities  are  necessary  to  sustain  and  support  Army  combat  forces  In 
war-fighting  contingencies.  While  every  deployment  requires  a  ju- 
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dicious  balance  of  combat  and  support  forces,  in  humanitarian  op¬ 
erations  that  balance  tilts  toward  the  support  forces.  This  is  called 
tailoring  or  task  organizing  for  the  mission. 

To  meet  these  kinds  of  demands,  the  Army  may  wish  to  consider  es¬ 
tablishing  "ready  group.s"  of  certain  kinds  of  support  activities  within 
the  pool  of  contingency  response  forces.  The  needed  support  ca¬ 
pabilities  exist  now  in  both  active  Army  and  reserve  units.  The  sug¬ 
gestion  here  Is  that  some  of  the  active  units  be  routinely  kept  ready 
for  short  notice  deployments.  This  could  be  accommodated  within 
the  Contingency  Force  Pool  the  Army  Is  developing.  The  selection 
and  sizing  of  the  support  units  and  skills  to  be  kept  nt  the  ready 
should  result  from  careful  study  of  potential  humanitarian  and 
peace-keeping  contingencies.  Mission  needs  will  vary  in  different 
contingencies,  so  a  range  of  functional  capabilities  must  be  ready. 

Achieving  a  highly  ready  posture  for  selected  CS/CSS  functions 
would  add  to  support  costs,  but  would  yield  a  more  robust  and  re¬ 
sponsive  support  posture,  And  the  ready  units  would,  of  course,  be 
postured  to  support  combat  deployments  ns  well. 

ASSIGNING  JOINT  DEPLOYMENT  CAPABILITIES 

DoD  planning  considers  the  potential  of  simultaneous  major  re¬ 
gional  contingencies.  But  even  humanitarian  operations  like  Restore 
I  lope  draw  on  limited  deployment  capabilities.  Restore  Hope  was 
not  generally  treated  ns  an  emergency  deployment!  nevertheless,  six 
of  the  nation's  best  sealift  ships  (FSSs)  wore  used.  They  were  thus  di¬ 
verted  from  their  main  mission  of  carrying  heavy  Army  forces  to  fii- 
lure  contingencies,  Although  this  action  posed  some  risks,  they  were 
judged  to  be  acceptable  by  USTRANSCOM  and  the  Navy. 

In  the  event  of  a  major  contingency  requiring  the  shipment  of  heavy 
Army  forces,  complete  delivery  (closure)  of  the  two  heavy  divisions  of 
the  Contingency  Corps  would  have  been  delayed  about  three  weeks, 
from  30  to  50  or  more  days  after  C-day.  Thus,  the  Army  should  have 
a  different  perspective.  T'he  obvious  alternative  is  to  use  the  older 
roll-on/roll-off  ships  of  the  Ready  Reserve  Fleet  for  humanitarian 
operations  like  Restore  Hope  and  hold  the  I'SSs  In  readiness  for 
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potential  major  contingencies.*  Using  smaller,  slower  RRH  ships  for 
large-scale  humanitarian  operations  would  probably  cause  a  small 
delay  (perhaps  a  few  days)  in  initial  Army  force  deliveries.  But  if  FSSs 
can  be  mobilized  prior  to  D-day,  so  could  RRF  ships,  reducing  the 
delays  to  differences  in  steaming  times.  In  fact,  recent  DoD  planning 
places  the  RRF  roll-on/roll-off  ships  in  the  same  readiness  status  as 
the  FSS, 

The  Impact  of  using  RRF  ships  first  would  be  felt  later  in  major  con¬ 
tingency  deployments;  elements  of  the  later  deploying  Army  support 
forces  would  be  delayed  while  heavy  combat  units  would  be  de¬ 
ployed  according  to  Army  plans.  Mobility  modeling  should  evaluate 
the  deployment  effects  of  alternative  shipping  policies  on  force  clo¬ 
sures  in  major  humanitarian  contingencies,  Evaluating  the  net  effect 
of  slower  deployments  raises  broader  Issues  about  concurrent  hu¬ 
manitarian  and  combat  operations. 

Using  RRF  ships  for  humanitarian  missions  maintains  the  nation's 
preparedness  for  major  contingencies.  But  costs  for  humanitarian 
operations  would  be  Increased  because  more  ships  would  be  needed, 

ADAPTING  PREPOSITIONING  SHIPPING 

The  Army’s  sea-based  prepositioning  is  organized  for  major  contin¬ 
gencies,  not  for  humanitarian  operations,  Given  the  problems  of  the 
lASil  vessels  in  Restore  Hope,  some  alternatives  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  enhance  capabilities  for  humanitarian  activities.  Employing 
smaller  ships  Is  an  obvious  but  costly  solution  to  the  problem  of  ac¬ 
cess  to  small  ports.  Loading  the  ships  to  provide  access  to  the  spe¬ 
cific  items  needed  for  humanitarian  operations  is  another  obvious 
Improvement.**  Studying  problems  of  off-loading  "In  the  stream"  In 
higher  .sea  states,  improving  Army  capabilities  for  In-stream  offload¬ 
ing  operations  by  lighterage  or  helicopters,  and  practicing  such  op¬ 
erations  under  realistic  conditions  is  also  desirable,  Such  potential 


’  ll  slioiikl  no  wlihmil  sayliia  iluit  .shippliiu  uml  other  lift  entployeci  In  contlngenry 
ilepliiymi'ius  should  be  uhle  to  use  the  purls  nnd  ulrflelds  In  the  operating  ureu. 

■*Thesi'  I'onsIdiM'utlons  upply  equally  to  iheile.slgn  tind  loiidlni;  of  the  new  i)repo,sltlon- 
Imk  ships  pluiuied  for  deploying  Army  urmorud  I'urees  iind  siipiiurt  unlt.s. 
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ciiuiigL's  uUU  tu  the  cuslb  of  the  Army  prepositiuninti  pasture  but 
yield  a  more  robust  early  capability. 

MONITORING  HIGHER-LEVEL  MISSION 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

judging  From  the  situation  reports,  messages,  and  briefings  reviewed 
when  studying  Army  deployments  to  Somalia,  little  management  at» 
lentlun  was  given  to  capitalizing  on  the  accomplishment  of  humani¬ 
tarian  goals.  Strictly  speaking,  delivering  food  and  improving  condi¬ 
tions  in  Somalia  were  not  assigned  military  missions,  although  these 
activities  were  publicly  perceived  as  the  purpose  of  the  U.S,  military 
deployments,  According  to  the  records  examined,  however,  military 
lenders  focused  their  attention  on  more  narrow,  strictly  military  con¬ 
cerns,  No  goals  for  humanitarian  performance  were  set  nor  was 
progress  toward  the  overall  humanitarian  goals  monitored. 

The  media  reported  many  Instances  of  the  soldier  on  the  ground  as¬ 
sisting  Somali  individuals  and  groups.  Available  records  show  that 
the  Army  provided  transportation  and  medical  cure,  cleaned  up  and 
constructed  facilities,  restored  basic  services,  helped  establish  the 
rudiments  of  civil  authority,  and,  above  all,  facilitated  the  safe 
movement  of  food  supplies  to  famine  centers  in  the  interior  of  So¬ 
malia,  These  were  the  fundamental  Army  accomplishments  in  Re¬ 
store  Hope,''  and  we  can  wish  they  had  been  better  documented  and 
reported  during  the  operation.  Such  capabilities  are  one  of  the  many 
reasons  thff  public  funds  military  forces.  The  Army  missed  an  ex¬ 
cellent  opportunity  to  report  to  the  public  and  their  representatives 
that  it  contributed  Importantly  to  making  this  happen.  The  message 


■'I'np  Dill)  loncloi'H  I'fCdKniwi  the  iniportumie of  reportliiK  pmsre.ss  towmil  hmminltur- 
Imi  Roiils,  Clenenil  Sullivan,  the  Army  Chief  of  Stuff,  In  an  lnter\'lew  publlshetl  In  Amiy 
(April  Ifhi:)),  noted  the  “remurkuble"  reduction  In  the  mimber  of  deiiihs  In  Somtilln 
Vice  Admiral  Kiilleres,  ihe  Commander  of  the  Mllltory , Sealift  Command,  cited  the  In- 
I'l'i'iiHe  In  the  level  of  food  dellverle.'i  In  tin  Interview  published  In  Sm  l>owiir  (May 
IHHIl),  M  Hilary  pcfHonnel  hi  Somalia  provided  many  types  of  humanitarian  asslutance. 
Perhaps  loint  n  cords  provide  a  better  aix-ountlng  of  these  activities  than  Ih  contained 
111  the  Army  records  reviewed  durina  this  study. 
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is  luo  impurlaiU  lo  leave  tu  (he  liisloriaiis  ol'  Operation  Uesiore 
Hope.'' 


■'Hnr  example,  security  for  relief  operations  resulted  from  tt  wide  variety  of  military  ac¬ 
tivities.  The  Army  gathered  Intelligence  on  Somali  warlords  and  bandits  and  used  It  to 
advise  relief  orgunl/,utlon.s.  (Ilvll  affairs  units  negotiated  with  local  leaders  to  gain  In¬ 
formation  utui  arrange  for  unobstructed  food  shipments,  More  traditional  military 
activities  Involved  shows  of  force  tu  deter  bandltty  and  “riding  shotgun "  (escorting) 
humanitarian  shipments.  Army  units  also  cleared  mines  and  loose  munitions  front 
the  countryside,  enabling  freer  passage  of  both  food  and  refugees.  They  made  routine 
patrols,  conducted  urea  sweeps,  und  provided  rapid  reaction  forces  when  Incidents 
occurred.  Finally,  the  military  collected  weapons  and  “technicals''  (lightly  armed  ve¬ 
hicles';  whettever  the  situation  called  hr  It,  F.nglneerlng,  medical,  and  transportation 
conducted  an  equally  wide  range  of  humanitarian  activities.  If  the  Army  Is  to  be  pre¬ 
pared  for  Future  numunltarian  operations.  It  needs  to  catalog  and  anniyr.e  these  ncllvi- 
ties  und  measure  how  well  they  contributed  tu  ultimate  mission  success. 
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